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7130. Also, petition of citizens of the forty-first congressional
district of New York, urging that aid be granted to the indigent
people of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

7131, Also, petition of the National Protective Life Associa-
tion, East Side Legion 899, favoring aid being extended to the
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

7132. By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan: Petition of mem-
bers of the Rural Letter Carriers’ Association of Wexford
County, Mich., favoring the adoption of House bill 13297 rela-
tive to the salaries and extra allowance for maintenance of
equipment of rural carrriers; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

7133. Also, petition of 94 citizens of Michigan, favoring the
extension of aid to the people of the German and Austrian
Republies; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7134. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota : Petition of Hall Hard-
ware Co., of Minneapolis, and other residents of Minnesota,
petitioning the Congress for removal of ammunition-tax pro-
vision from internal revenue act; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

SENATE.

THURSDAY, February 1, 1923,
(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess. -

THE WASHINGTON RAILWAY & ELECTRIC CO.

Mr, BALL. Mr. President, the junior Senator from Tennessee
[Mr, MoKELrLAR], in discussing an amendment to the District
of Columbia appropriation bill a few days ago, made some
statements relative to the Washington Railway & Electrie Co.
and their fares. I have a communication from the president of
the company which I ask may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the
communication. ;

The communication was read as follows:

WasnixogroNn Rainway & Ergcreic Co.,
Washington, D, C., Januagry 29, 1923,
Hon. L. HEi1SLER BALL,
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

My DeAr SeENATOR: With reference to the discussions that have re-
cently taken place on the floor of the Benate with regard to 5-cent
car fare and tickets at the rate of for 25 cents, thought you
might be interested to know that our expenses within the District of
Columbia, without any interest charges or return upon investment,
au:u;uﬁted during the year 1922 to 6.26 cents per pay passenger, divided
as follows :

Cents,

Maintenance way and structures ... - 1.85
Maintenance equipment = R .73
Power ot - .BT
Conducting transportation._ 2 33
General and miscella ] .8
Taxes = e ey 17
Miscellaneous items oo i i .03
Total = 6. 26

With an 8-cent fare and tickets at the rate of six for 40 cents, the
average fare per pay passenger is slightly less than 7 cents, leaving,
as you see, a very small margin for return upon investment, and, of
course, establishing beyond peradventure that any reduction in fare
under existing conditions is out of the question, much less a return
to the pre-war rates of fare. Wages, coal, and substantially all ma-
terials and supplies cost us about 100 per cent more than before the

war.

Noting that the Benators from Tennessee and Alabama have been
outspoken in their criticism of existing conditions, you might be inter-
ested to know that in the four largest cities in Tennessee and the two
largest in Alabama the fares are as follows:

TENNESSEE.
Nashville: Fare, T cents straight; wages, 28 cents to 48 cents per

our.
Memphis : Fare, T cents straight ; wages, 58 to 48 cents per hour.
Chattanooga : E‘are. 7 cents straight ; wages, 41 cents to 46 cents per

hour.
Knoxville: Fare, 8 cents straight ; wages 41 to 47 cents per hour.
WASHINGTON.

Fare, 8 cents straight, six tokens for 40 cents; wages, 51 cents to
61 cenfs per hour.
ALABAMA,

Birmingham : Fare, 8 cents cash, 15 tickets $1, transfer charge
2 cents: wages, 40 cents to 50 cents per hour.

Moblle: Fare, 8 cents cash, ticket rate 7 cents, transfer charge 1
cent ; wa , 49 cents to 46 cents per hour.
All of the above cities have overhead trolley construction, whereas we

have underground construction, which, as you know, costs two or three
times as much to construct and maintain, and besides have a wage
scale for trainmen from 51 cents to 56 cents per hour.

I am also taking the liberty of forwarding you a copy of our report
to stockholders for the year 1922,

Would like to ask if you think any other Senators would be inter-
ested in recelving the above information or report?

Sincerely yours,
W. F. HaMm, President.
DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Navy, in response to Senate
Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative.
to the number and cost of maintenance of passenger-carrying
automobiles in use by the Navy Department and the Marine
Corps, which was ordered to lie on the table.

WASHINGTON GAS LIGHT CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the vice president of the Washington Gas Light Co,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a detailed statement of the busi-
ness of the company for the year ended December 31, 1922, to-
gether with a list of its stockholders, which was referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER (O,

The VICE PRESIDENT lald before the Senate a communica-
tion from the president of the Potomac Electric Power Co,,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the company for
the year ended December 31, 1922, which was referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

WASHINGTON RAILWAY & ELECTRIC CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the president of the Washington Railway & Elec-
trie Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the com-
pany for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was referred
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

WASHINGTON INTERURBAN RAILROAD CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the president of the Washington Interurban Rail-
road Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was re- -
ferred to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

CITY & SUBURBAN RAILWAY OF WASHINGTON.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the president of the City & Suburban Railway of
Washington, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

GEORGETOWN & TENNALLYTOWN RAILWAY CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the president of the Georgetown & Tennallytown
Railway Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

WASHINGTON & OLD DOMINION RAILWAY.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the president of the Washington & Old Dominion
Railway, stating that the annual report, as required by law, of
the railway for the year 1922 is delayed owing to the illness
of the treasurer, but that it will be submitted at the earliest
possible moment, which was referred to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

PETITIONS.

Mr. ROBINSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Seranton, Coal Hill, and Hartman, all in the State of Arkansas,
praying for the passage of legislation extending immediate aid
to the famine-stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Re-
publies, which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. NELSON presented a resolution of the Parent-Teacher
Association of the school of East Lake, Ga., favoring an amend-
ment to the Constitution regulating child labor, which .was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ELEPHANT BUTTE IRRIGATION DISTRICT.

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation, to which was referred the bill (8. 4232) authorizing
the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a contract with
the Elephant Butte irrigation district of New Mexico and the
El Paso County improvement district No. 1 o7 Texas for
the carrying out of the provisions of the convention between
the United States and Mexico, proclaimed January 16, 1907,
and providing compensation therefor, reported it with amend-
ments and submitted a report (No. 1080) thereon.

ACCOUNTS OF ARMY DISBURSING OFFICERS.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The bill (H. R, 11528) to allow credits
in the accounts of certain disbursing officers of the Army of
the United States has been referred to the Committee on Mili-
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tary Affairs. I think the unbroken custom of the Senate has
been that a bill of this character should be referred to the
Committee on Claims, I therefore, out of order, ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on Military Affairs be dis-
charged from the further consideration of the bill and that it
be referred to the Committee on Claims.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BrookHART in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that on January 31, 1923, they presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States the following enrolled bills and joint
resolutions :

8. 472, An act for the relief of Willilam B. Lancaster;

S.841. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins;

85.1690. An act to correct the naval record of John Sullivan;

8.1945. An act to reimburse the Navajo Timber Co., of Dela-
ware, for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber;

8.2210. An act for the relief of Lucy Paradis;

8. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner;

§.2719. An act to reimburse certain persoms for loss of pri-
vate funds while they were patients at the United States
Naval Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va.;

8. 4309. An aet to amend an act entitled “An act to amend an
act entitled ‘An act to provide a government for the Territory
of Hawaii,” approved April 30, 1800, as amended, to establish
a Hawaiian homes commission, granting certain powers to the
board of harbor commissioners of the Territory of Hawaii, and
for other purposes,” approved July 9, 1921 ;

8. J. Res. 12. Joint resolution authorizing the President to re-
quire the United States Sugar Equnalization Board (Inc.) to
take over and dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported from the
Argentine Republic; and

8. J. Res, 79. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
require the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Ine.) to
take over and dispose of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the
Argentine Republie. i

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SMOOT:

A bill (8. 4455) granting an inerease of pension to Mary L.
Grovenor (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SHIELDS:

A bill (S, 4456) to provide for the establishment and main-
tenance of a forest experiment station in eooperation with the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tenn. ; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. RANSDELL:

A bill (8. 4457) for the relief of Joseph William Hanley; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN :

A bill (8. 4458) for the relief of Joy Bright Little; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WADSWORTH :

A Dbill (8. 4450) for the relief of Allan MaeReossie, jr.; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. NORRIS:

A bill (8. 4460) for the relief of Moses Y. Starbuck: to the
Committee on Civil Service.

By Mr. McKINLEY :

A bill (8. 4461) authorizing a preliminary examination of
the Illinois River; and

A bill (8. 4462) to continue the improvement of the Missis
gippi River and for the control of its floods; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. SPENCER:

A Dbill (8. 4463) to authorize the erection of a memorial
monument or fountain as a gift to the people of the United
States by the Henry B, F. Macfarland Memorial Committee;
to the Committee on the Library.

JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF CLATAMS.

Mr., SHIELDS submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 2228) to amend certain sec-
tions of the Judicial Code relating to the Court of Claims,
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

BRURAL-CEEDIT FACILITIES.

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. ROBINSON submitted
amendments intended to be proposed by them to the bill (S.
4287) to provide credit facilities for the agrieultural and live-

stock industries of the United States, to amend the Federal farm
loan act, to amend the Federal reserve act, and for other
purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. TRAMMELL submitted two amendments intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 4287) to provide credit facili-
ties for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the
Federal reserve aet, and for other purposes, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENTS TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. STERLING submitted an amendment propesing to strike
from the bill the additional proviso that hereafter civilians
employed in the hostess and library services and paid from the
appropriation for military post exchanges may be appointed
by the Secretary of War withont reference to civil-service rules
and regulations, intended to be proposed by him to House bill
13793, the War Department appropriation bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

Mr. SPENCER submitted an amendment providing that here-
after the Engineer officer in charge of public buildings and
grounds shall, during the term of his office, have the rank, pay,
and allowance of a brigadier general, intended to be proposed
by him to House bill 13793, the War Department appropriation
bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

RATES OF TAXATION ON EARNED AND UREARNED INCOME.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, when the revenue bill was
before the Senate I offered an amendment providing a differ-
ence in the rate of taxation on earned and unearned incomes.
A man whe labors to earn an income which barely supports
his family should not be taxed as much as one whose income
is from bonds and rents and who does not have to labor. I
desire fo place in the Recorp at this time a lefter from the
committee of manufacturers and merchants on Federal taxation
in regard to the matter.

I want to quofe Theodore Roosevelt, who, in the Century
Magazine of October, 1913, said:

We believe in a heavily graded income tax that discriminates sharply
in favor of the earned as compared with the umearned incomes.

William G. McAdoo, Secretary of the Treasury at the time
the income tax law was put into force, said:

The time has arrived when earned incomes should be distinguished
from: the onearned and taxed at a lower rate.

I realize we can do nething about the matter at this session,
but at the next session of Congress I shall offer some measure
of relief in the hope that something may be done.

I ask that the letter to which I have referred may be printed
in the Reconp,

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed
in the Rucorp, as follows:

COMMITTEE 0F MANUFACTURERS AND

MERCHANTS ON FEDERAL Taxation (Ixc.),

Ohicago. *
QUESTION ! SHOULD EARNED INCOMES BE TAXED AT THE SAME RATE AS
UNEARNED INCOMES?

DesrR BENATOR Harris: This organization belleves that the time has
come when, in addition to the graduated feature of our present ineome
tax, a distinction must be made between incomes that are earned and
incomes that are unearned, and the earned incomes taxed at a lower
rate than the unearned.

We believe that unless this is done the whole industrial erganism will
evenfually go on the rocks.

It is now clear that omr
tinetion between the two
earned and
results :

(1) It penallzes the * producers" and rewards the * nonproducers.”

{2) It subtracts from fu:ehasing power of the large majority, de-
creases the market and cripples business and industry.

(3) It tends to concentirate wealth instead of distributing it.

That the income tax law as it now stands penalizes the ';}:rodncm"
and rewands the “ nonproducers ™ is clear, becanse it taxes the earnings
of the farmer, the earnings of the laborer, the earnings of the mer-
chant, manufacturer, lumberman, mine operator, and professional
man—in short, the earnings of all “ workers,” dollar for dellar, as
heavily as it taxes the incomes of those who render no serviee in re-
turn—such as the receivers of our ever-increasing rents of ground
annutties, royalties of natural resources, and interest on stocks untf
bonds based upon the rich gifts of nature.

That our present income tax also cripples business and industr‘y is
evident, because, falling heavily as it does upon all laboring, agricul-
tural, commereial, industrial, and professional classes, it cuts down the

urchasing power of the vast majority of our consumers and thereby
minishes the market for all goods produced.

Finally, that our present income tax tends to concentrate wealth in-
stead of distributing it is true, because its effect is to impoverish those
who are already poor and to enrich still more those whe are already

resent income tax, which makes no dis-
kinds of incomes, but which taxes both
unearned at the same rate, produces three very grave

ch.

Earned incomes are not the basis of “ big fortumes™; the unearned
incomes are. By overtaxing our farming, lumbering, mining, mer-
chandizing, man & and prefessional classes, therefore, the
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present law tends to discourage produection and to cut down still fur-
ther the already insufficient incomes of these various classes.

the other hand, by undertaxing the beneflciaries of monopoly
and special privilege—the receivers of ground rents, royalties, and in-
terest on stocks and bonds based upon the free gifts of nature, the pres-
ent law tends to foster monopoly, stimulate the spread of vast estates,
and add still more to the overgrown fortunes of a favored fo

.

w.
e repeat, therefore, the time has come when, in our opinion, the
!Jro-wnt income tax law should be so amended as to distinguish between
ncomes that are earned and incomes that are unearned, and the earned
incomes taxed at a very substantially lower rate than the unearned.

We believe that this is not only desirable but absolutely necessary if
social and economic prosperity is to continue,

We believe that such an amendment will furnish both directlf and
indirectly an immense relief to the now overburdened agricultural,
lalmrlnﬁ. business, and professional classes of the Nation. and, more-
over, that it will meet with the overwhelming approval of the Amer-
fcan electorate.

Will you be so kind as to let us hear from iZ-:;u on the attached sheet
whether or not you are in harmony with the idea expressed above?
Self-addressed and stamped envelope is inclosed for your convenlence.
Very cordially yours,

COMMITTEE OF MAXUFACTURERS AND
MeERCHANTS oN PEDERAL TAxATioN (INC.).
OrT0 CULLMAN, Chairman,

Theodore Roosevelt says (Century Magazine, October, 1913) : * We

bhelleve in a hea\'lby graded income tax that discriminates sharply in
favor of the earned as compared with the unearmed incomes."”

William (. McAdoo says (speech at Newton, Kans, 1021): * The
time has arrived when earned incomes should be distinguished from the
unearned and taxed at a lower rate.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
the bill (8. 4390) to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of
the Federal reserve act, as amended by the act of June 3, 1922,
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the House had passed bills
of the following titles, in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

H. R, 12368. An act to abolish the inspection districts of
Apalachicola, Fla., and Burlington, Vt., and the office of one
supervising inspector, Steamboat Inspection Service; and

H. R. 13773. An act to amend an act to regulate radio com-
munication, approved August 13, 1912, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

The bill (H. R, 12368) to abolish the inspection districts of
Apalachicola, Fla., und Burlington, Vt.,, and the office of one
supervising inspector, Steamboat Inspection Service, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Commerce.

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 4287) to provide credit facilities for
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States,
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal
reserve act, and for other pur

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I shall vote for this bill,
because I believe that in some sections of the country by giving
to agricultural paper a greater degree of liquidity it will assist
some few would-be borrowers.

But I do not want my vote to be taken as an indication that
I have any confidence that the bill will materially help those
agricultural sections that most badly need help. And who are
they who need the assisting arm of the Government to-day?
The cotton grower is receiving a price for his cotton very
much above the pre-war value. The corn raiser is receiving a
good price for his corn. No one can complain of the price re-
ceived for wool, sheep, cattle, or hogs. The main trouble that
is besefting these classes whiech I have mentioned to-day is the
heavy increase in the cost of labor in production and the still
greater increase in the cost of the land on which the ecrops
are produced and the cattle fed. The greatest sufferers, how-
ever, of the agricultural class are those whose location or situa-
tion compels them to continue the raising of wheat, oats, bar-
ley, rye, and similar small grains. The prices received by the
producers of these crops are less than pre-war prices, while the
cost of production and transportation has more than doubled,
and the taxes levied upon producing lands have trebled.

Under the impetus of war values for farm products the prices
of all lands soared to the skies. Farms were sold and resold
at inflated values and mortgages given for the purchase price.
To-day the product, after paying the cost of producing, will not
pay the interest on the investment. The farmer cries out
against this. We answer, “ We will make it easier for you
to borrow money.” He replies, “ What is the use of my borrow-

ing when my crop will not pay the interest on what I now

owe?"” That is the real situation in my State, and T think
generally in the Northwest. That is also true in many other
sections of the country. There is money enough in my State
to-day to take care of all the borrowing demand provided the
farmers can give safe security.

I have here a statement of the condition of a small bank in
that section of the country where there have been several erop
failures. It is a small bank, and it is to the proportion of
deposits carried to the amount of loans made that I especially
call attention. I notice that the individual depogits are $133.-
7490.43; time-certificate deposits are $70,205.92, making a total
of $204,044.35,

Now, turning to the resource side of the ledzer we find:
Loans and discounts, $87,327 ; other stocks and bonds, $16,866.24,
or a total investment of $104,193.66 in the shape of loans and
stocks and bonds owned.

In other words, the loanable fund of the bank is just double
what is actually loaned out. The balance lies idle. What is
the cause of this? Banks would like to have every cent they
have in deposits, within the line of reasonable safety, to be
employed. It is not employed in this case because either there
is no demand or else there is no safe farm paper that can be
secured ; and what I mean by * safe " is paper that will be paid
when it becomes due,

That there is no safe farm paper can be shown from another
statement which I received from the same section from a splen-
did farmer, a hard worker, honest and conscientious. He owns
a half section of land, on which there is a mortgage of only
$2,500. This statement shows, although he has not paid any
interest on this mortgage since 1918, sometimes on account of
failure of crop, that even this year with a full crop he is
unable to pay any interest on his mortgage. This may be inter-
esting to those who want to know the real condition of the
farmer, for whom we are to legisiate, He had to purchase seeil
for his crop, and the following are the main items of his
expenses ;
$100. 00

Seed wheat ___________ _ 275. 00
Interest on notes given therefor 25, 00
Twine GO. 00
Haollng grain_ .- oo 55. 00
Binder extras i 23. 85
Threshing ———--- = 307. 88
DB N L e 469, 00

Total__ e 1, 405. 73

He reserved for seed wheat 300 bushels; for seed rye 100
bushels. The balance of the wheat which he raised, 1,342 bushels,
he sold for 82 cents per bushel, receiving $1,100.41. The balance
of the rye, 1,012 bushels, he sold for 46 cents per bushel, receiv-
ing $465.62. The total received was $1,562.95. His principal
items of expense totaled $1,405.73, which left a balance of
$160.20.

Now, this balance must pay for the grocery bills, doctor bills,
and clothing for quite a large family for a whole year, and
yvet he has not paid one penny on the interest on his mortgage
indebtedness.

Now, when this good farmer shows such a condition when
he raised a fair crop, is it any wonder that the banker must
say to him: “I can’t see how you can make ends meet.” Is
it any wonder that this farmer says: “ I don't want to borrow
any money ; I have borrowed all I can afford to borrow. What
I want is a price for my product that will enable me to pay
these enormous expenses.” This bill, Mr. President, will not
help that farmer any; no other bill before the Congress is going
to help him.

The other day, in a somewhat more lengthy address, I pre-
sented what I believe to be the farmer's remedy, and his only
remedy, I diagnosed the cause of his trouble. The value of
his products, although much inereased in some lines above
pre-war prices, when the value of his land is taken into con-
sideration, the added taxes, and the enormous added cost of
labor, is disjointed and not properly related in reference to
the prices which he must pay for the commodities which he
purchases.

Mr, President, on a building being erected in Philadelphia,
whieh I think was finished a short time ago, I am informed
that plasterers received $33 a day. Allowing 300 days for a
working year, that would amount to $9,000 per year. While
this, of course, is above the mormal, nevertheless the wages
range from $16 to $24 per day in our great cities for this kind
of labor. Now, all kinds of business is done, not under the
open sky, but in buildings. Products are manufactured
in buildings. People must live in homes or in the stalls
of apartment houses. On account of excessive prices of
real estate in the cities, nearly all of these buildings are
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erected on foundations of gold. The public must pay the price
in rentals. The clerk, the great mass of human beings in the
country who must earn their daily bread, are being ground to
death because of the combinations of labor on one hand and of
capital on the other. Whenever we have had a great railway
strike, the question has never presented itself, What ought the
public to pay for freight, but how much can the public still
stand and live? Wages have been increased and freights have
been increased with no consideration except for the interests
of the railroad operators on one hand and railway employees
on the other. The public that must pay the freight have never
been given a fair hearing. I recall that in the coal strike
during President Roosevelt’s administration the striking miners
ingsisted that there was nothing whatever to prevent the op-
erators from paying the additional demand of the strikers.
They stated that a mere additional charge of 50 cents per ton
would fully compensate the operators for the added cost of
production. The coal strike was settled along that basis.
Many subsequent strikes have taken place and each time have
been settled upon the same basis, until to-day we are paying §18
per ton for coal that is scarcely fit to burn in our furnaces.

Learned Senators tell us the remedy is a coalition between
the farmer and the laborer. I can imagine the response the
farmer would receive if the price of his product was raised to
correspond with the added cost of our city labor.

Mr, President, there is just one remedy. The remedy is in
the hands of the farmer, if he only knew how to organize and
how to make use of it. He does not know how to go about doing
it. The field seems too varied and too large for him. What
he needs is some kind of a nation-wide law under which he can
begin and consummate his organization. That nation-wide law
should be a law providing for cooperative selling. Now, mere
cooperative selling will not alone meet the farmer's require-
ments. Back of the power to cooperate in selling his products,
back of the joint selling of his product, must be the power to
cooperate in the joint holding of his product until he can get
his own price for it. He must meet force with force, He
must meet all of the combinations against his interest with a
combination for his interest. He must say to the laborers who
want his assistance, and whose compensation is from $8 to $30
a day, and which added compensation increases the cost of
everyithing on earth he purchases, “ You can not hiave a bushel
of my wheat, a pound of my beef, a bale of my ecotton, until
you are willing to pay me a sumn that will allow me a compensa-
tion that will equal your own, until T can live just as well as
you live, until 1 can pay my debts and the interest on my
mortgages.”

Mr, President, I again call attention to the fact that there has
been introduced such a bill for a comprehensive system of
cooperative selling of all farm products, a bill that will allow
the furmer to do just what all others have done—strike against
the inequality, the wrong and injustice he has suffered, until
that inequality has been righted. The remedy is in his own
hands to a certain extent. We can assist him, however, in
placing, the remedy in his hands more effectively by enacting
the right kind of a law. It is no answer to say that he can
perfect that organization without any general law. He could
have formed farmers' banks and rural-credits organizations with-
out any general law, but he never formed them until we passed a
law under which he could organize., He will never have a
system of complete and satisfactory cooperative marketing and
cooperative withholding of products from the market for a
just and fair price until ke has a general law under which he
can operate. Congress can pass thousands of laws for rural
credits, but they are not going to meet the situation—they will
only scratch the surface.

The only other remedy that has been proposed here is that of
the Government purchasing the farmer's products, but even that
proposed remedy will fix no price for his commodities and will
not overcome the law of supply and demand. In the end such
a course would be far worse for the country as a whole than
the disease from which we are now suffering. Cooperative sell-
ing and, above all, cooperative and combined withholding from
the market alone can cure the evil from which agriculture is
suffering,

That is the only plan which will equalize the great difference
between the earning power, the wage power, the standard of
living in the cities, and the low wage and the low standard of
living in the rural districts,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr, President, before the Senator takes
his seat will he permit me to ask him a question?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator has stated quite
fairly the situation of the farmer; but he leaves the intimation
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capital in that combination.

that the laboring man is getting about $9,900 a year, because
some plasterer or persons engaged in other forms of labor
receive $33 a day in Philadelphia. Is that a fair illustration of
the condition of the laboring man at this time?

Mr. McCUMBER. No; I said that it was not; but I stated
that the cost of labor engaged in the construction of buildings is
enormous as compared with other kinds of labor, and that these
extremely high wages are responsible for high rents and high
cost of production of the things which the farmer must purchase.
In this city alone but a short time ago on a building being
erected $24 a day was being paid to plasterers; in the city of
New York the rate is over $16 a day; and in Chicago it is
about the same. Those rates of wage are so disproportionate
and increase the price of rents and everything that is produced
and must be produced in those buildings to such an extent that
it disjoints the proper relation between conditions in the ecoun-
try and those of the city.

Mr. BROOKHART. Has the Senator information as to how
many days on an average a plasterer is able to work in the
United States?

Mr. McCUMBER. In Washington, in this part of the coun-
try, he is able to work all the time. In the far northern
States, in my section of the country, not very much plastering
is done in the wintertime; but there are not any plasterers
there. They are in the great cities, where they can receive these
large, these excessive wages.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has no accurate informa-
tion as to what the actual average employment of plasterers Is
throughout the United States?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no accurate information as to what
it is in some sections. I say in the city of Washington it lasts
the year round. That is true probably in the city of New York,
in the eity of Philadelphia, and in most of the States until you
get into Minnesota and probably northern New York and the
smaller States of the Union, where, instead of remaining in the
wintertime, perhaps, many of them go to the larger cities.

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but I have been in Washington
when the plasterers were all idle, too. Now, let me submit this
proposition: We have just developed in the Standard Oil hear-
ings that the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, which had the
biggest profits and the biggest stock dividends and everything
else, paid its 13,000 employees who got less than $5,000 a year
an average of $1,080 a year. Would the Senator consider that
an excessive wage to be paid to those men?

Mr, McCUMBER. No, Mr. President; on the contrary, T
am not discussing that class at all. I am discussing those
that are connected with the building trades, whose high wages
increase the cost of production of everything that is done in-
side of those buildings, and increase rents. Does not the
Senator understand that when, in building a hotel here, $24 a
day is paid for a plasterer, the guests of that hotel will have
to pay the bill? The Senator understands that there are
thousands of workers, thousands of girls and young men here
in the city who are not receiving proper nourishment because
they must pay out most of their salary for a liftle room in
which they can shelter themselves from the cold. The wrong
is against those breadwinners and every one of these people
that the Senator is talking about. There is an improper corre-
lation between the several classes of labor in the United
States, whereby the great mass of the people are being held
by the throat as between—and I stated this before—the -com-
bination of capital on the one side, and the combination of
the building trades on the other side.

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 observed that the Senator included
I was-:glad to note that; but
the Senator gave no instances to illustrate how much capital
was taking as compared to labor.

Mr. McCUMBER. I have given those instances a great
many times, and I have mentioned a great many times the
fact that the farmer is suffering from a combination which
has gradually increased the cost of producing everything that
the farmer must purchase, while as a rule he is getting no
additional price for the thing which they produce.

Mr. BROOKHART, To me, the unfair part of the Senator's
proposition is that he does not deal in the averages of what
labor is getting. On the whole, if he will look it up, I think
in hardly any line, outside at least of the building line, would
he even criticize the wages paid.

Mr. McCUMBER. No; on the contrary, I say that there is
a great middle class—and I stated that to-day—of bread-
winners, including other classes of laborers, and the Ameri-
can people are all breadwinners, who suffer from the exces-
sive cost of buildings and consequent costs of houses and
rentals. Many are merely clerks who are not receiving even




2806

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

FEBRUARY 1,

the wage the Senator mentions. They are laboring in and they
have to live in the cities. They have to pay these big rents, and
it is an awful imposition upon them. They are obliged to a
great extent to live on canned goods, which they must purchase
to save the expense of going to a restaurant and paying for
meals there. It is an imposition upon them. What we most
need in this country is a readjustment of wages and profits
of all kinds to the end that every class, including our farmers,
may have a just remuneration for his toll. At the present
time the farmer is the great sufferer in this maladjnstment of
earnings, brought about by combinations which year after
year has widened the breach between rural and urban popu-
lations, and, as I see it, the only remedy for the farmer is to
meet combinations with countercombinations.

Mr. BROOKHART. The farmer does not stop at these high-
priced hotels or these high-priced buildings.

Mr. McCUMBER. No, indeed; he does not.

Mr. BROOKHART. He stays away from them,

Mr. McCUMBER. Indeed, he does. He does not stop at
them; but indirectly he suffers because of those high prices,
because, in the general balancing of the scale, all of them must
be paid by some one, and the burden always seems to be loaded
upon the agricultural section of the country.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator mentioned the coal busi-
ness: but the coal miners on an average do not get as much
wages in a year as do the Standard Oil employees, and they
have to live the year around.

Mr. McCUMBER. The earnings of the coal miners who
have been striking, and who are laboring only three or four or
five days out of a week, naturally are not as great as they
would be if they were laboring for such a price that all the
important mines could be opened np and produce and sell coal
so that the rest of us could purchase it at a llving price.

Mr. BROOKHART. Baut the plan of the operators is to keep
enough miners on hand so that when the peak of the business
comes they can fill the cars without storing or anything of
that kind. The result is that during three or four months
of the year they have employment for labor, and the rest of
the time they get only two or three days’ work a week, and
the operators will only allow them two or three days’ work.

Mr. McCUMBER. That is the reason why I have stated
that the interest of the public has always been lost sight of.
The question determined in each settlement is, How much can
the operators make and how much can they pay employees and
still maintain their profits? And so the public pays the bill,
whatever it i1s. That seems to be the situation.

Mr. BROOKHART. One more proposition and I will desist.
The joint commission of Congress found that the farmer gets
only 37 cents out of the dollar that the laboring man pays for
his product, and the laboring men claim that they get only 35
cents out of the dollar which the farmer pays for the products
of labor. If those things are true, does it not indiecate that the
distribution both ways is what is taxing both labor and the
farmer in the United States?

Mr, McCUMBER. That is trne. There is not any question
about the faultiness of our distribution system; but if I take
the average retailer in the cities, outside of a few great depart-
ment stores, I can not find that he is making any great profit.
If you will look at the rents he has to pay, you will find that
they are enormous. Take a man dealing In meat products.
He has a little corner where he has to turn over his capital
abouf three times a month to pay the rent alone. That is the
trouble; it is these high rents, this high cost of living in the
cities, that has been so disproportlonate as compared with what

the farmer receives for hig product.

- Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but does not this exorbitant cost
of distribution increase the expenses of the laboring man, and
make higher wages necessary for him to live at all?

*  Mr. McOUMBER. Certainly; and so when one class of
people get $30 a day for erecting a house, it means that every
other laborer who must either buy or rent that house has to
pay that extra rental, even though he may not receive for his
labor a price that would justify such high rentals.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr, President, I shall be very brief,

I have read the measure before the Senate, which is to be
voted upon to-morrow. I am sure it will be helpful to agricul-
ture. I do not think it has gone as far as the Congress might
have gone to meet the situation. Inasmuch as the farmers have

insisted, year in and year out, that they were entitled to some
financial redress of grievances and that their credit system was
not adapted to their needs, I had thought that when Congress
should finally recognize that they were correct in this conten-
tion it would try to give the farmers the system that they, the
farmers themselves, believe would meet their situation, unless
the Congress should decide first that the farmers seek an un-

fair advantage over other classes of American citizens or else
that the farmer is so ignorant that he does nmot know what it
is that he needs. I feel certain that one or the other of those
theories actnated the framers of this measure—that they
thought the farmer asked more than he was entitled to receive
or else that he was too ignorant to know what his needs are
and what the remedy for those needs is. It is to be regretted
that the framers of this legislation had not more knowledge of
the farmer’s needs and more sympathy with his wishes.

There are good features about the bill. It does not go, I |
take It, as far as the Congress could have gone and been abso-
lutely fair to other classes of American citizens. I believe that
the Congress will go further in the years that are to come; and
hoping, at least, that that will be true, I shall vote for the
measure when the opportunity is presented. There are some
provisions of the measure that I wish particularly to commend,
and I shall discuss those first, and offer one or two amendments
later.

In the first place, I think the Congress did wisely to recognize
that personal credits were as essential to agricultural produc-
tion as land credits, and therefore that it is important to give
the farmer these credits without weighting them down with
taxation ; in other words, to give him a tax-exempt evidence of
indebtedness, so that he might procure reasonably cheap money.
I am tempted to discuss that feature of the matter, Mr. Presi-
dent, because in to-day’'s paper is a renewal of the attack by
the Secretary of the Treasury on tax-exempt bonds. It seems
to be the idea of the Secretary, and evidently the idea of the
administration, as recorded in a proposed constitutional amend-
ment which passed the House recently, that you can create
wedlth by taxation; that if any resources escape taxes it dimin-
ishes the wealth of the country by reason of the fact that it is
tax exempt. The argument is put forth, Mr. President, that
certain wealth is escaping taxation; that if you could tax the
credit of the State, the credit of the county, the credit of the
municipality, you would create wealth. As strange as that idea
seems, Mr, President, I am convinced that the Secretary of the
Treasury, great financier though he be, entertained that view:
That if you could lay your hands upon the credits of the States,
counties, and municipalities, and all their activities, you could
create wealth. The impression seems to exist that if a thing
is taxed, if you can collect money from the people under a tax-
ing scheme, the whole people are that muech richer.

The proposed amendment to the Constitution, which, of
course, has nothing to do with this measure except inciden-
tally as it affects tax-exempt securities, was presented upon the
theory that if you would permit the Federal Government to tax
the credit of the State through all its various organizations,
and in return give the State the right fo tax securities of the
United States, the people would be richer, when, as a matter
of fact, everyone knows, and the Secretary of the Treasury
ought to know as well as anyone else, that the Government has
not a dollar of its own; that whatever it has within its keep-
ing is what it has taken from somebody else; that it never cre-
ated a dollar and can not create one; that wealth must be
created by the brawn and sweat of individuals. Whateter the
Government may have it must take from the people, and they
have correspondingly less.

Strange to say, intelligent people, patriotic people, have been
misled by this propaganda that has swept over the country that
wealth is escaping faxation by reason of tax-exempt securities.
Wealth does not escape taxation in that way. It finds much
more profitable means of tax dodging. It is so elementary that
anyone ought to be able to see that granting the State the right
to tax Federal bonds would not produce any benefit to the
State, because the very people who tax the Federal bonds must
be taxed to raise the money to pay the increased interest which
the Federal bonds draw. In other words, it is a taxation of
one by himself for the benefit of himself, when all of us know
that it costs considerable money to levy and collect a tax,
Therefore, the man who enjoys this advantage which the Sec-
retary this morning so insists on must tax himself for the privi-
lege. He does not create a dollar. He can not be the richer
by reason of the privilege, but must be the poorer by reason of
the cost of assessing and collecting and distributing.

That feature of the bill which allows these banks to issue
tax-exempt securities I heartily indorse. It would be a trav-
esty not to have included that provision. I want to answer an
inginuation which arose from a question asked by the Senator
from Penunsylvania [Mr, Reep] yesterday, when he wanted to
know, in effect, what the farm bloc was and who were the
members of the farm bloe and, incidentally, what a farmer is,
for 1 think that was the question in the back of his mind, He
wag afraid some kind of legislation was about to slip through
the Senate that would be of advantage to the farmer, when the
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“steel ” producers in Pennsylvania, however you may spell the
word, did not share the larger returns.

To start with, these “ farmers” who live in the cities might
as well recognize now, as well as any other time, that eventually
the farmer must sell his products for enough to meet the cost of
produection. They might as well know that the cost of produc-
tion is enhanced by the rate of interest the farmer must pay
for the credit he must have to enable him to produce. There-
fore, whenever the farmer is finally compensated for the thing
he produces, the cost of his credit must be added, and since
everybody must eat, however his profits may be derived from
some other occupation, everybody is concerned in the cost of
production of the things we eat. Wherever, therefore, you
cheapen the cost of production of farm products, it eventually
will be reflected in the cheaper cost of living to all other classes
of people. They thus obtain equal benefits with the farmer,
because the benefit is distributed throughout the entire popula-
tion through the diminishing of the cost of production of that
thing which everybody must consume. Therefore, those Sen-
ators who feel so apprehensive that steel and railreads and spe-
cial interests may be diseriminated against by reason of some
kind of legislation for the farmers may take heart and remem-
ber that if the farmers produce at less cost they will eat at less
cost,

I want to suggest an amendment, and I shall later offer it.
On page 6 of the measure, in the first paragraph, which com-
mences on page 5, there is a provision that notes given for agri-
cultural purposes are not subject to rediscount if the rate of
interest is in excess of 14 per cent. I suggest that there should
be an amendment at that point providing that if a bonus or any-
thing of value is given to procure the loan the paper shall not
be subject to rediscount. It sometimes happens, where rates of
i.terest are fixed, to require the borrower to pay a bonus in
order to procure the loan. I imagine all of us are acquainted
with the practice. I know I have, and very recently. Therefore,
in order to make the bill do what the proponents of it wish, I
should like to make it read that the paper shall not be subject
to rediscount if the rate of interest is in excess of 1} per cent
of the prevailing rate of discount on commercial paper or if the
banks have required a bonus from the borrower. Otherwise the
provision of itself is without any effect.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 yield.

Mr, LENROOT. I quite appreciate the point the Senator
makes. I want to call his attention, however, to the diffieulty
in the administration of the bill in the form in which he pre-
sents it. It would prohibit any land bank from making any dis-
count if there be any bonus or commission; but how is that to
be determined? Those things are always secret, as the Senator
knows,

Mr. CARAWAY. I concede the difficulty. In many cases it
might be impossible ever to ascertain that fact,

Mr. LENROOT, The point is that, it being impossible to
ascertain it, in order to be sure that they would not violate
the law the banks would refuse to discount in many cases
where they wanted to. I want to make this suggestion to the
Senator, which occurred to me yesterday in thinking this over,
that it would be feasible, I think, to require that no dis-
count should be made unless there should be an affidavit accom-
panying the application.

Mr. CARAWAY. I should not object to that.

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will prepare his amendment
in that form, I shall have no criticism of it; but I think the
Senator sees the point.

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 see the Senator's position. I was not
aware that the Senator was in the Chamber, and T wish to call
his attention to another provision which I should like to have
him consider.

Mr. SMITH. Before the Senator calls attention to that:
he spoke a moment ago of 11 per cent. He means 13 per
cent in excess of the rate fixed.

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes. I realize that my statement was
rather a loose way of expressing the idea I had in mind,

Mr. SMITH. Those who were trying to follow the Senator
might get the impression

Mr. CARAWAY, That the rate of interest was 14 per cent?

Mr. SMITH. Yes,

Mr. CARAWAY. May I call the attention of the Senator
from Wisconsin to a provision on page 7, in the second para-
graph, where it reads:

If at any time the capital stock provided for in the first paragraph
of this section shall be found by the Federal Farm Loan Board to
be insufficlent to enable any farm credits department in a Federal
land bank to meet the credit needs of the agricultural and live-

stock industries in its district, intended to bé served by the facilities
provided under Title II of this act, such capital shall, upon applica-

tion of the Federal Farm Loan Board, if approved by the President
of the United States, be increased by an amount not to exceed
$5,000,000.

The thing I had in mind was this, that under the provisions
of the bill it seems that you must take into consideration the
whole system—the 12 regional banks. It might be that in
New England, we will say, there is not much demand for
these farm credits, while in Wisconsin or Minnesota or down
in my section of the country there might be great demand,
That being true as between the two, there might be no demand
for an increase of capital. What I would like to see, if possible,
is the insertion of a provision to enable the President to in-
crease the capital stock of the bank in the particular region
where it might be requnired, without being required to increase
the capital stock of a regional bank where there was no demand
for an increase of credits.

Mr. LENROOT. Is not that what the bill does now?

Mr. CARAWAY. I am a little bit doubtful about it.

Mr. LENROOT, That is certainly the intention. If there
is any question about it, I should be very glad to have it
cleared up.

Mr. CARAWAY. The intention was to make that possible?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. CARAWAY. I am glad to know that.
was some doubt about it.

Mr. LENROOT. That is the intention. There may be one
district where $5,000,000 is ample, and another district where
it is not, and it may be increased in the one district.

Mr. CARAWAY. Without the President being compelled
to increase in the other. That was the idea I had in mind.

Mr. LENROOT. 1t is clear, I think.

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the language was not clear on
that point. These are the only amendments I intended to
suggest. :

I shall now discuss briefly the amendment suggested on yes-
terday by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] with
reference to increasing the length of time commodity paper
might be rediscounted in the Federal reserve system. The law
now provides that it may be rediscounted up to six months.
The amendment, as it appears in the bill, purposes to make it
nine months. The amendment suggested by the Senator from
South Carolina was to change it from 9 months to 12 months.
I wanted, by a simple statement, to support the suggested
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina.

I am not as familiar with the growing of grain and the live-
stock industry as most Senators who had to do with the
framing of this measure, 1 dare say. I am very familiar, in
a modest way, with the production of cotton and its market-
ing. To give us a nine months' credit is to deny us credit
altogether. It does not do one much good to have a credit
extended to him to produce something and have it withdrawn
before he can market it. In other words, it frequently happens
that it is an invitation to ruin. If you give a man credit to
produce an article and demand payment of the obligation be-
fore he may market that product in an orderly way, you Invite
his destruetion.

It can not hurt anyone; it will help many ; and therefore I
hope the amendment of the Senator from Sounth Carolina in-
creasing the time from 9 months to 12 months will be adopted.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr, President, I present two amendments
to the pending measure, which I ask may be printed and lie
on the table. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Oppig in the chair). The
amendments will be received, printed, and lie on the table.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, referring to the bill under
consideration and to some of the suggested amendments, I desire
to submit a few observations. I shall begin with reference
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
BROOKHART].

His amendment involves a very considerable undertaking.
He offers an amendment which means the establishment of a
system of cooperative banks. Now, I have always been a sincere
friend of the cooperative idea. I believe in it fully, especially
with reference to marketing and, so far as possible, coopera-
tion in the matter of acquiring supplies, and purposes of that
kind; for instance, as cooperative societies for the purchase of
fertilizer and machinery. But I have never had occasion to work
out any plan in my own mind looking to a financial scheme
based upon that principle.

My disposition is to be favorable to the idea, but I regret
that the Senator from Iowa did not offer the matter before we
reached this stage in the consideration of the bill. I wish it
might have been feasible for him to have proposed it earlier in
the session, so as to have it take its usual course by being
referred either to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
or to the Committee on Banking and Currency or to some

I thought there
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committee which would have given careful consideration to
it, had hearings upon it, thoroughly investigated the whole
subject, and had expert advice also as to the phraseology and
the language to be employed to meet the views intended to be
carried into execution by the proposed legislation.

Up to this time I have not had the opportunity to consider
thoroughly all the details of the proposed amendment and to
arrive at a conclusion as to whether it would be wise to support
it as an amendment to the pending bill or not. As I said, my
inclination would be to favor the idea, and if the matter as-
sumed shape so that we could be fully confident that it would
accomplish what the intention and purpose apparently is, I
might support it. But we might make a very serious mistake.

The whole matter of banking is a delicate subject, as it is an
important subject. It is rather technical in many of its details,
especially when we attempt to express in statutory form the
precise plan and system which we are endeavoring to put into
effect. If we should undertake here to provide a scheme and a
system that would prove to be unworkable, it would be a futlle
thing to do. If it should be workable and we found afterwards
that it was not scientific and not economically sound in any re-
spect, however much we might have endeavored to make it so,
we would have committed an, error and might thus do very
great harm instead of good. I would be glad if we had a little
more time and opportunity to consider thoroughly all the details
of the proposal. I propose even yet to give further thought and
study to it, so that when the time comes we may be able to vote
more intelligently upon it.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

Mr. FLETCHER. As it is now, I feel that we would be
rather voting in the dark on the question, because I confess I
do not quite thoroughly understand it, and I have not had the
opportunity yet, up to this time, to digest it and work it out in
my own mind. I yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. BROOKHART. I will state to the Senator from Florida
that the amendment interferes with none of the provisions of
the present banking laws. On the contrary, it is safeguarded
by the national banking act, which would protect this kind
of an organization. It involves no new idea whatever except
the cooperative idea. :

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator just how
the cooperative idea is intended to be put into operation under
his amendment?

Mr. BROOKHART. Under the national bank laws gener-
ally as they now exist, with the same supervision. All throngh
the proposition it is to remain under the control of the na-
tional bank act. The national bank act is made applicable to
this proposition.

Mr. LENROOT. What does the Senator from Iowa say
about capitalization?

Mr. BROOKHART. The capitalization in the cooperative
bank?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. BROOKHART. It often has no capital at all. The
amendment which I have proposed provides for a capitaliza-
tion with a minimum of $15,000.

Mr. LENROOT. That is contrary to the present banking
law. ’ .

Mr. BROOKHART. It modifies it to that extent; but at
every point where it is modified it is mentioned specifically
in the amendment. The general law applies to it.

Mr. FLETCHER. I shall consider the matter further, I
am not taking a position for or agalnst it at present. I am
simply referring in this general way to the subject, intending
to convey the idea that it is a very important subject and one
that is more or less technical and involves really what I would
consider a very considerable task in framing precisely the
language in order to establish a new plan of that sort, new
in all important respects.

Now, with particular reference to the bill before us, I may
be pardoned a personal allusion just to this extent. I do not
claim to be a farmer. However, I grew up on a farm. I
went through all the stages of farm work from the planting
of the crops, harvesting the various crops, splitting railg, build-
ing fences, digging ditches, hauling, ginning, packing, and
all the various activities with which the farmer has to do.

I was on a farm until I was 21 years of age, except the
months I was at school. I began work on the farm when I was
6 years of age. I remember very distinctly the first work I
undertook. In those days we had a man who would lay off
a furrow for corn, and then we had a boy follow and drop the
corn in the furrow. Then we had another man to cover it with
a double-shovel plow, straddling the furrow behind the boy,
covering the corn. As I said, beginning at that point I pro-
ceeded through all the toil and labor and struggle that the

average farmer has to go through. Incidentally, T am satisfied
this work, beginning as early as it did, never did me any harm.
It may be this experience which preserves my calm and with-
holds my indignation when I hear repeated the alleged horrors
of child labor. So I know something from actual experience
about the farmer's difficulties, his tasks, and his returns. I
know from actual observation respecting the neighbors and
those engaged in agriculture in that portion of Georgia where
I then lived. What I am saying is not based upon mere theory,
but what the actual conditions were as I found them and as I
went through them.

I said then in those days that if the time ever came when
I could be of any service to the farmers of the country, it
would afford me the highest gratification to be able to render
that service. I feel as sincerely that way to-day as I did when
I was actually engaged in that occupation. T have always felt
that way; not that I am opposed to any measure which looks to
the general welfare of the entire people of the whole country
not that I am disposed to confine my energies solely to bene-
fiting the farmers of the country: not that I am centering upon
one particular industry in the effort to do what I can to serve
the interests of that industry as against any other; but be-
cause I feel and have always felt that agriculture lies at the
very foundation of all our prosperity, and that in order to
build wisely and well we should first build the foundation secure
and lasting and upon that foundation construct whatever we
feel ought to be constructed for the whole country; in other
words, not to begin to build at the top, not to put up a super-
structure by legislative enactment or otherwise that will be
founded upon sand or upon insecure and unsubstantial ground-
work, but, beginning with the foundation, to build upon that
foundation and proceed with the other developments. I con-
ceive that to legislate to properly serve and promote a healthy,
sound agriculture, upon which all people must depend for
their food and their clothes, is the wise course to pursue. For
that reason our primary concern is with this basic industry.

I believe that we can not revive business until we first re-
vive agriculture, Therefore, it is important, it seems to me,
to look first to this foundation; not, as I have said, sacrificing
other things at all. In all the work which I have had to do
and in all my relations with the farm bloe, if you please, T and
they have never insisted that other things must be neglected
or that other subjects be put to one side or that other measures
of general good to the whole country must not he considered,
but, on the other hand, we have cheerfully assisted in every-
thing that was considered to be wise and proper and helpful,
at the same time keeping in view the importance of this great
Industry.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] on yesterday
desired to know something about the membership of the farm
bloc. I have not endeavored to keep in mind such details,
but I find in the Congressional Digest of January, on page 112,
a list of names which purports to be the membership of the
farm bloc. Hence one reason for making the allusion I have
as to my own experience is by way of showing, perhaps, some
qualifications for membership in that cooperative effort on the
part of certain Members of this body. However, I need not
dwell upon that. Thelr work speaks for itself. Others have
sought to claim credit for what that “bloe™ accomplished in
the last Congress in spite of their eriticism and opposition.

Based upon my own observation and experience with ref-
erence to farming, I believe that one of the chief difficulties
with which the farmer has to contend is that usually he is
obliged in these days and has been all along to purchase the
things he needs on time. That statement applies to the pur-
chase of his supplies, beginning with his fertilizer and con-
tinuing clear through the year, even the supplies for his tenants
and for all the labor. Everything that is needed on the farm,
whether he actually works it himself or rents it out to others,
to whom he must furnish the necessary supplies, including
those essential to cultivating the farm and harvesting the
crop and all that sort of thing, is ordinarily bought on time.
That means he must pay for them 10, 15, and 25 per cent more
than he would pay if he were able to buy them for cash. The
problem then is to furnish facilities by which the farmer—
and I am talking now particularly with reference to the small
farmer—can have cash so that he may purchase on a cash
basis what he needs throughout the year while cultivating and
harvesting his erop and before putting it on the market, and
thus save to him the enormous burden of time charges which
extends through the whole of the 12 months while he is pro-
ducing, harvesting, and marketing his crop.

I do not mean to say that the retail merchant profiteers at
the expense of the farmer. The retail merchant when he sells

on time must go without his money until the crop is ready for
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market. When he furnishes supplies to the farmer he knows
that his only chance of getting his money for them is from
what the farmer produces from the soil, and he runs some risk
of a crop failure, of breakdown somewhere, of mismanage-
ment or losses or misfortunes, or what not, and he is without
his money during this time. So he has to go to the bank and
borrow money in order to finance his business. Therefore we
can not properly find fault with the merchant for charging the
borrower, under those circumstances, what might be called an
extra high profit on the credits which he extends to the farmer.
At the same time, that 10 or 15 or 25 or more per cent addi-
tional in the cost of everything the farmer must have in order
to produce his crop is a tremendous burden to him.

1 do not know of any industry in the country that could have
stood the high interest rates and the high cost of all supplies
pyrumided by these charges for time credits except agricul-
ture, and it has been depressed on that account.

The idea is—and that is one purpose intended to be reached
by this bill, I think—to afford a facility whereby the farmer
can get cash with which he may purchase his supplies and
save the enormous expense which is attached to their cost
now by reason of having to purchase time. Hence it
seems to me important that we should in this bill somewhere
and somehow limit the rate of interest which can be charged
the borrower when he obtains accommodation through the
Federal land bank.

The limitation now, as I see it, is simply the State rate of
interest. The State rate of interest is more than the farmer
ought to pay in these circnmstances. The Federal land banks
have been established to meet his needs in & broad and general
way. They afford a system that is peculiarly adapted to the
industry of agriculture, and by reason of the fact that the
system is superintended by the Government through its proper
officers and the securities supporting the bond issues are passed
npon by Government agents and must be ample fully to pro-
tect the bond issues, which are exempt from all taxes, the
farmer is benefited by the low rate of interest which the bonds
bear. In the farm loan act we have provided that the bor-
rower shall not be called upon to pay in excess of 1 per cent
more than the rate of interest which the bonds bear, and we
say that rate shall not exceed 5 per cent, so that if the bonds,
the proceeds of which are loaned to individual borrowers under
the law, bear a rate of interest of 44 per cent, then the bor-
rower can not be called upon to pay more than 5} per cent
for the money which he obtains. That 1 per cent leeway was
intended to cover the cost of administration; but, as a matter
of fact, we find that the cost of administering the system is
not over one-half of 1 per cent and, consequently, the farmer,
when the bonds sell at a rate of 4% per cent, ought to get his
money at 5 per cent. We have so provided in the farm loan
act which has reference to mortgage loans; but there is no
provision in this bill limiting the rate of interest which the
debentures ghall bear.

The thought throughout this bill and the Capper bill, which
we have passed, is that the State rate shall control and gov-
ern, The Btate rate is too high. It is proposed to provide
here a system for the benefit of agriculture, for the benefit of
those whoe produce the Nation's food, and it ought to afford
them a rate of interest based on the securities which they
offer which would be advantageous to them. We are not giving
them any great advantage when we say that after the system
shall be inapgurated they must still pay the same rate of
interest which they would pay if they were to go now fo any
bank in the respective States and obtain aecommodation.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President——

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield to the Senaftor from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. SMITH. Did I understand the Senator to say that the
rate of interest that these bonds and debentures may bear is
left to the exigencies of the public as they may bid on them?

Mr. FLETCHER. Precisely. No limitation as to the inter-
est they shall bear is fixed in this bill; and T am going to pro-
pose an amendment—the Senator from Wisconsin does not ap-
pear to be here now—on page 4, line 8, after the word “ Board,”
to strike out the period and insert the words “not exceeding
6 per cent per annum,” so that if amended it will read;

Rates of interest or discount charged by the Federal land banks u
such loans and discounts shall be subject to the approval of the Fed-
eral Farm Loan Board, not exceeding 6 per cent per annum.

Unless you do that, you have no limitation at all; and where
does the farmer get any benefit from establishing a financial
system here, issuing debentures under the supervision of the
Government, with Government capital back of it—you are put-
ting up $5,000,000 for each of these banks—and yet leaving
these debentures wide open, to be offered at any rate of interest

at which the Farm Loan Board may see fit to offer them, and
require the borrower to pay not exceeding 1} per cent more
than the discount rate of the Federal land bank, as mentioned
on page 6, without the consent of the Farm Loan Board. Sup-
pose the debentures bear 7 per cent, where is there benefit to the
borrowers of the proceeds? Where is there any special benefit
to the farmer if he has to pay on the money which he obtains
through this system, furnishing the security which he is obliged
to furnish, the same rate of interest that the banks charge in
their commerecial transactions?

Mr. SMITH. Does not the Senator think 6 per cent {s high?

Mr. FLETCHER. I grant that 6 per cent is high. I merely
put it at that because if I made it less there would be more
objection to it, possibly. As it is now, the rate may be anything
within the usury laws of the State.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator that as
these bonds and debentures are made nontaxable, it seems to me
they would be taken up readily at 5 per cent.

Mr. FLETCHER. I should think so. The farm-loan bonds
are selling readily at 4} per cent, and I see no reason why these
debentures should not sell at 5 per cent; but, as I say, 6 per
cent is merely suggested at this place as the rate of interest or
discount charged by the bank. I think there ought to be some
limitation there.

Mr. SMITH. The wording of the Senator’s proposed amend-
ment is that it shall not exceed 6 per cent.

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; “not exceeding 6 per cent.”

Upon some investigation it appears that 10 States now allow
12 per cent by contract, 23 States up to 10 per cent, and 33
States up to 8 per cent; so that in 10 States the rate might be
as high as 12 per cent, and in 23 States as high as 10 per cent,
and in 33 States as high as 8 per cent under this bill. I submit
that if you are exempting from taxation these debentures and
providing this system for the benefit, as you claim, of agricul-
ture—and that is the purpose of it—then ¥you are not benefit-
ing the farmer unless you give him this accommodation at a
rate of interest which he can reasonably meet; and I think you
should set that out in the law, as we have done in the farm
loan act. The farm loan act expressly provides that the banks
shall not charge a borrower exceeding 1 per cent above the
rate which the bonds bear; and here why not limit the rate at
which these debentures shall be issued and then say that the
farmer shall not pay over 1% per cent—I think it ought to be
1 per cent instead of 13—above the rediscount rate as provided
on page 6 of the bill? That is the thing we are trying to
reach here—the accommodation of the farmer upon terms and
at a rate of interest which his industry will warrant and
justify and can stand. If we do not accomplish that we have
gotten nowhere under this system.

The fact is that the system is going to be cumbersome, no
matter how it is administered. Its success is going to depend
upon its administration. If these departments of the Federal
land banks do not function properly, efficiently, and promptly,
they will do no good at all to agriculture. The real need here
is a local need. For instance, take the Columbia bank district,
composed of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and
Florida. A farmer needing this accommodation—personal
loans—may live seven or eight hundred miles from the Colum-
bia bank. He needs to borrow some money for the purpose of
avoiding these excessive charges, as I have indicated, on sup-
plies where otherwise he would have to buy them on time, and
when he buys them he wants cash. This system is supposed to
provide a means for his obtaining cash, so that he can go and
purchase for cash these things that he needs to produce his
erop. That is one of the purposes of it. Living seven or eight
hundred miles away from the bank at Columbia, S. C., he has
to make his application and send it up there to be considered,
and they refer it down to an appraiser, and that appraiser is
two or three weeks in getting around to look over the security.
Two or three weeks more elapse before the application is con-
sidered by the bank, and perhaps two or three weeks more
elapse before he hears from his application. That is not going
to meet the situation at all. A farmer is not only engaged in
toiling and struggling behind the dangerous end of a mule but
he is engaged in a business. You must treat him somewhat as
a business man, because his occupation is a business occupation
in the broad sense of the term. He wants to know what aecom-
modation he is going to get, and he wants to know it promptly.
He can not afford to sit and wait for weeks and weeks and
weeks for it to be decided whether or not he is to have any
accommodation at all, and, if so, perhaps only a part of what
he has applied for. He has to make his arrangements,

That is one great drawback to this whole scheme here. You
have not arranged it so that he ean have his needs promptly
considered and so that the facilities will be adapted to the
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local demand; and in the final analysis I do not believe you
will find that this system is going to be of any vast benefit to
the farmers of the country. Those living right in the vicinity
of the bank, where they can have their matters looked after
just as others might who go to the towns in the counties where
they live and have their business attended to, will be accom-
modated, perhaps, to some extent; but in the case of the farm-
ers living some distance from the bank, two or three hundred
miles, from that to seven or eight hundred miles away, having
to pass their applications on and have them referred and wait
on appraisers and wait on this, that, and the other, the system
is not going to be attractive or useful to them. They will
want to go to the town near which they live, and go to their
banker or their merchant, and know the same day what they
are able to accomplish in the way of financial accommodations,
or at least within a very few days; so that even under the
most favorable circumstances, when this system is put in oper-
ation, what it will supply probably will be the communities
immediately adjacent to the town or city in which the bank is
located, and I am afraid they will not reach out to the wider
areas extending some distance away from the location of the
Federal land bank. In order to be eflficacious it must meet
those two prime necessities—promptness and adaptation to
local needs.

It has been pointed out by the Secretary of the Treasury, in
discussing this bill, that only a fraction of agricultural re-
discounts could be handled, because there are only $60,000,000
provided as capital, with a possible addition of $60,000,000
more, whereas the indebtedness on farm property in the
country amounts to $12,000,000,000; the mortgages outstand-
ing now amount to $7,000,000,000, and the bank loans to
farmers amounts to $3,750,000,000, and the private personal
loans to farmers amount to $1,250,000,000; so that at most
here you have a ecapital of $120,000,000 to endeavor to meet the
urgent needs of the farmers. It is wholly inadequate, in the
first place. It will, I hope, accomplish some good; but, as I
see it, it will be beneficial mainly to those who will be immedi-
ately adjacent to and in toueh with the Federal land banks.
There are only 12 of those throughout the whole country,
and there will be farmers living some distance away from them
who, I think, will be very greatly disappointed when it comes
to putting into operation the system provided in this bill

There are other items in the bill to which I wanted to draw
attention. The Senator from Wisconsin said that on page T
he proposed to offer an amendment—I am not advised whether
he has done so or not—dealing, as I understood, with the
question of the meaning of the word “solely” where the bill
says, “ the surplus earnings of such department shall be applied
solely to meet obligations and losses.” I think that eclause
ought to be cleared up, so that it may be made perfectly plain
that this capital can be used in financing the operation, in
actually making the discount. There should be inserted after
the word “solely " the words “to extend credit facilities as
provided under Title IT of this act and.”

There are a few verbal changes which T will suggest as
we go along, but at present I need not dwell upon them, since
the Senator in charge of the bill does not seem to be present.
1 want, however, to insist that we must, in my judgment, in
order to make this bill approach the benefit we are hoping to
accomplish under it, fix some limit of the interest which
these debentures shall bear.

I am inclined to think that the amendment which I have
suggested on page 4 should be inserted so as to make it read:

Rates of interest or discount charged by the Federal land banks
upon such loans and discounts shall be subg)::ct to the approval of the
Federal Farm Loan Board, not exceeding per cent per annum.

And on page 5, at the end of line 12, to insert, “ not exceeding
5 per cent per annum,” so as to read:

Rates of interest upon debentures and other such obligations issued
under this subdivision shall, subjeet to the approval of the Federal
Farm Loan Board, he fixed by the Federal land bank making the
issue, not execeeding 5 per cent per annum,

That is the rate I had in mind in the discussion with the
Senator from South Carolina, and I think that is where he in-
tended to have the 5 per cent apply. In other words, the rates
upon debentures should not exceed 5 per cent, and the rate of
interest or discount should not exceed 6 per cent.

I will offer those amendments when they are in order, and
submit them for the consideration of the Senate. That is all
I care to say on the subject at this time.

PRICE OF COTTON AND FINANCIAL CONDITION OF FARMERS,
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to call to the attention
of the Senate a report appearing in the Washington Post this
morning from the Cotton Exchange of New York yesterday,

where a bear raid was made upon the market and the price of
cotton broke several dollars a bale. I read:

NEw York, Januar 1.—Th
decline of 18 to 30 gui.?lta 13 ‘l?'es:;g;};:t tgp‘:-gﬁ:lﬂt'?:lrﬂ%a: tea[?i’;e:;no%
cables, reports of a less active demand for cotton googs in i(anchester.
:;:Tgled foreign exchange rates, and nervousness over foreign political

Those are some of the reasons given for the break in the
price of cotton yesterday. With the shortest cotton crop except
one that we have produced in many, many years, with a
cotton famine threatening the world by June of this year,
when cotton may be bringing 50 cents a pound, and probably
can not be obtained at all by July, these market manipulators
are combining to hold the price down until the last pound of
cotton is taken away from the producer, the man who invested
his money and who toiled through the year 1922 to produce it,
with some of his 'debts still hanging over him. They are
manipulating the market so as to get the cotton away from
him so that they can hold it until the price goes up to 35 cents,
maybe 40 cents, and they will make $50 a bale. What good
will it do the farmer to see cotton selling at 40 cents when he
has bheen forced to throw his cotton upon the market at a price
below the cost of production? That is what happened with
more than half of the crop of 1922, More than half of the
crop of last year has been disposed of at a price below the
cost of production.

I am in receipt of a letter from the commissioner of agricul-
ture of the State of Texas, the biggest cotton-growing State in
the Union. He gives it as his judgment that it cost 26 cents
a pound to produce the cotton crop of 1922. Think of that;
two-thirds of the crop sold below that figure, and to-day the
price is about 274 cents a pound. The farmer is getting just
$7.50 a bale more than it cost him to produce; he is making 5
bales where he used to make 15, and he has planted 40 acres
where he used to plant 18, in the boll-weevil infected area.
He has to cultivate more land, as the yield is smaller per acre
than formerly. The cost of production is greater, and after he
has gone through the year battling with the boll weevil, buying
fertilizer to put on his land, paying a good price for labor, and
all that, he comes up in the market place at the end of the year
and recevies for his entire crop a price which yields him less
than $50 profit on his one-horse cotton crop. Senators, the
cotton farmers of the South can not continue this business
under such conditions. They must have a living profit or they
must go out of the business of producing cotton.

I want to read what a little cotton paper, called the Cotton
Planter, published at Montgomery, Ala., has to say upon this

subject. I read:
In August, 1918, cotton sold at 38.20 cents a pound, basis middlin;
in New York. This was at the rate of $191 a hale. ~ But during the

same month the same grade brought only 29.70, which is 48,
bale, The farmer who sold—who rohabl; had to sell—on thsaldsna? Oth=
lntltert rice rgled lttzgt exﬁxcttl séle‘z.ﬁg on every bale,

n the next month—that 1s, September, 1918—the price again reach
38.20, and two months later was down to 27.75. In threc months tﬁg
difference in price amounted to $52.25 a bale.

The difference in this instance on 1 bale of cotton in three
month’s time was greater than the one-horse farmer of 1922
made as a profit on his whole crop of 5 bales. Was there ever
such a dangerous and destructive fluctuation in a product?
I read further:

The following February the same cotton was quoted at 20 cents
flat and five months later at 36.60 cents. A bale worth $125 in Febru-
ary was worth $191 five months before and $183 five months later.

- - - - - - -

Middling cotton in New York was worth 14.10 cents a pound in
February, 1917. That is $70.50 a bale. 8ix months lategoit waos
worth 27.85 cents, which is $139.25. The difference is $68.75.

Mr. President, Senators may notice that it lacked only $1.75
of being just exactly twice as much. I continue the reading:

In September, 1919, cotton sold for 28.45 cents—$142.25 a bale.
In less than 30 days it sold for $192.75 a bale. Within another 30
days it sold for $201 a Dbale. Three months later it was worth only
$187.50 a bale, and within 30 days was quoted at $216.25 a bale.

In July, 1920, when middl was officially quoted at 43.75,
buyers were frantically offering 45 cents, which is $225 a bale. A
month later nobody wounld buy when the price was 81.75, or $158.75
a bale. Thirty days more and it was quoted at 25.50, or $127.50;
another month and it was 20.50, or $102.50 ; then next month it was
15.50‘. or 8?7.5‘9, and thr‘ue momha; later it \‘vns 11.20.-01' $56 a bale,

-

There is no excuse for such swings in price. No set of men fn
the world except the patient southern farmer, slow to change, would
stand for it. A

Where, Pra,v, is the manufacturer who would run a plant producing
a commodity which was lkely to sell for $191 on one day and only
$148.50 on another day during the same month, his cost of produc-
tion being unchanged?

That is the situation the cotton farmer is up against. Now,
I want to read other reasons for the break in the price of
cotton yesterday.
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Listen to this: -

Reports of further good rains in the South were considered a Tactor
on the decline,

Think of that! I want to bring these remarks I am making
to-day to the attention of the Federal Trade Commission. The
resolution we passed through this body yesterday has teeth
in it. There is going to be an investigation, and in the speech
1 am now making 1 call upon every Member of this body from
the cotton-growing States and every Member in the- other
branch of Congress from the cotton-growing States to make
any suggestions that they think will help the Federal Trade
Commission in the investigation of the conduct of the New
York and New Orleans Cotton Exchanges. Certain things have
got to stop. They must stop, or these exchanges are doomed.
\The cotton industry of the United States can not stand such
fluctnations in prices. It ecan npot stand such manipulation.
It ought not to stand such manipulation, and it will not
stand it .

Mr. President, something has got to be done to prevent losses
to those who produce that which helps to clothe the world.
The cotton speculators of the country, backed by certain
spinners here and abroad, go in and bear the market and beat
down the price when they are ready to buy a little of the raw
material for the spinning interests. Then in a few days the
price will go up again a little, and then when they get ready
for another supply of cotton they go on the exchanges and put
out a report that there has been rain in the cotton-producing
section, -and that is stated to be a reasen for the break in the
price of cotton three months before planting time. It is the
most ridiculous thing I have every heard.

I want to comment briefly on rain. What a blessing it 1is.
How helpful and indispensable it is. But the rain all over
the Cotton Belt to-day does not amount to the popping of my
finger in its effect upon the cotton crop of this year which will
be planted in April and early in May. We do not begin to
plant cotton until April, and they are solemnly talking about
ghowers in the Cotton Belt being reasons for hreaking the price
of cotton already in existence, using the faet that there has
been rain in the South as an excuse for breaking down the
price of the farmer's product. It is very ridiculous. Think
of rain in January being an excuse for breaking the price of
cotton already in existence. These are some of the flimsy ex-
cuses that are given out by speculators as to why the price
ghould go down. The buginess of the cotton producer must be
delivered from such a situation. ¥f they will not eomply with
the law, they must be closed.

Listen to this one:

Liverpool also reported southern hedge s¢lling during the day.

Now, what do you think of that, Senators? Liverpool, Eng-
land, reporting to New Yerk that there was hedge selling in
Alabama, South Carolina, and Texas, Is it not strange that in
New York somebody could not have said that the news came
there that there was hedge selling in the Sonth? Why go
such a roundabout way to put out the propaganda? Nobody
sent out that report but New York. It was hatched in New
Xork. That report was written right in the cotton excharge
in New York. No cable ever brought that statement from
Liverpool. That is another one of the ridiculous things we
come across in the manipulation of the exchanges in the United
States. How ridiculous that a Liverpool cablegram shonld
bring the intelligence to the New York Cotton Exchange in
'the United States that hedge selling is being indulged in in
my State and in the other Southern States. Mr. President,
they must think the reading public of the United States knows
very little about the cotton business.

Here is another one: a

Situation t{.:tdl:u]e be'r]t].er in t.‘l;: :{‘ta{no‘:‘n.m'.’llltxiuil‘:et GE rmer during the

on e e Tha L Ve
rklggemoihe -American Eoeht-{undintg proposal. s e

Now, is not that refreshing? How sweet it is to hear that
abeut Great Britain's proposal that she was able to put over on
'the American commissioners, postponing the payment of the
'debt until two generations ceme and go before it is paid, at
'8 per cent and 34 per cent, while the farmers of the United
!Stutes pay anywhere, have paid, from 15 to 20 per cent and
up to 874 per cent in my State. Great Britain is te get her
money at an interest rate of 3 and 3} per cent, while here on
the cotton exchange the price is “ firmed up " because of the
British acceptance of the American proposal. Is it not a mag-
mificent piece of diplomacy for Great Britain that our com-
missioners were able to put over such a fine deal? Sixty-two
years, twe generntions and a little more, before the debt will
be paid, and that is given as an excuse for giving the farmer 30
cents 4 bale more than they were giving him two hours before
that intelligence veached the exchange.

Who is deing this work, Mr, President? How are the ex-
changes being run? T want to submit this information, and I
#hall then send a copy of my remarks to the Federal Trade
Commission. Who is handling the exchange? Is the law of
supply and demand permitted to operate? Is the scarcity of
cotton permitted to make itself felt upon the exchange? No.
If the law of supply and demand centrolied, the price of cotton
to-day would be from 50 to 75 cents a pound.
The law of supply and demand is suspended under the raid
of these bear gamblers, backed by certain spinners here and
abroad. Is the exchange being manipulated so as to enable cer-
tain interests to hold the price down?
Let me read another headiine from New York:
Special to the Washington Post. New York, January 28—
i This was printed in the Washington Post of January 29,
Fluctuations are of mo significance.

Here is the important statement :

Steady hands are operating on exchange to prevent any mew wild

There it is. But what will they do to the fellow who wrote
that when they find out who he is? He told the secret. He let
the thing out., 3

* Bteady hands are operating on exchange!" Selling short,
maybe, and manipulating the market so as to prevent the
farmer from getting the price warranted by the law of sup-
ply and demand. The law. of supply and demand would say,
“Give him 30 and 85 cents and more. He has not got much
cotton. He has debts still hanging over him from the defla-
tion of 1920. Let him have the good price. He is entitled to it.
His crop is short. The cotton supply is small and the world
demand is great. Get out of the way and let him have the
price warranted by supply and demand.” But no. Who con-
stitutes the steady hands? Certain spinners here and abroad.
The speculator here manipulates the market so that he can get
the cotten, and then a iittle iater .on when the price goes to 35
cents, it being to-day abeut 27 cents, he will have made abont $40
a bale in two or three months’ time. The farmer can stand off
and look at it, and say, “If T had been permitted to hold my
cotton and keep it off the market, I would have had that $40 a
bale additional”; which on a little 10-bale crop would have
amounted' te $400, a nice little sum for him. And God knows
he needs it. But does he get it? Oh, no! He must be aided
in holding his cotton until the price will yield a profit.

I have received some letters frem cemmissioners of agricul-
ture telling me about the debts left on the farmers by the de-
flation of 1920, Here is one from the State of Mississippi:

In order for the farmer to get a living profit, cotton has to bring
from 30 to 50 eents.

He said further:

1 should say it would take from twe to five years for the farmers
‘to recover completely from their losses following the deflation period
of 1920 and 1821.

Mr. President, this is a serious thing with our people, The
debt is still hanging over the farmer and the commissioner of
agriculture says it will take from two to five years to get out
from under the debts left on him or mnloaded on him by the
deflation policy in 1820 and 1921,

The commissioner of agriculture of the State of Seuth Caro-
lina wrote:

In u?ver to your queation:; In order to give the farmer a fair
profit, cotton should mow be selling for from 30 to 85 cents a pound.
., You ask how long it would take the farmers of my State to finish
paying the debt caused by the deflation of 19207 TUnder the present
ﬁ:gﬁ;i;ht o; 8 :ix:mnc.‘ ‘l?oer%o‘gu 8:‘ vflfe blenc::g:sf'; pmnr t_hai:“de‘g:
United States is controlled as it is, I see no real hope for the farmer,

This mournful note comes from one of the hitherto greatest
cotton-producing States in the Unlon—South Carolina. While
we are figuring on the debts of foreign governments at an in-
terest rate of 3 per cent and giving them 62 years in which to
pay, the commissioner of agriculture of one of the great cotton
States writes that umless the situation is changed very ma-
terially there is no hope for the cotton farmers of the United
States.

The North Carolina commissioner of agriculture, speaking
of deflation, said:

Many of the farmers were hopelessly broke and many others will
be years recovering from the effects of deflation of 1920 and 1921,

Myr. President, I simply wanted to bring these suggestions
to the attention of the Senate this morning.

Mr. President, I wish te read the headlines of another
:omchll Aappearing in the Washington Poest of this morning, as

oOWS : :
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No wonder that makes the present occupant of the chair
[Mr. Brooxmarr] smile. He is a friend of the farmer and
comes from a State which is in dire financial distress right
now. The headlines continue.

Buying ‘of implements shows farm prosperity, Sales In December
reported as double those in same month in 1921.

Mr. President, those of us who know the condition of the
farmers of the United States look with pity upon those who
print such headlines. They are not true. The farmers of the
United States have never, in my recollection, been as hard
pressed financially as they are to-day. Of course, they have
to buy implements. Those they have had are worn out. They
have to buy new implements and when they go deeper into
debt in buying them the propagandists come out and say “ The
country is prosperous, the farmer has gone to buying more
tools to work with,” That is the sort of propaganda we
have going on, and yet it has been said 25 cents a pound for
cotton is enough when it costs that much and a little more
to produce it. :

The cotton and grain farmers have got fo have a stronger
regulatory hand laid against the hand of the speculating
marauders of the East. The farmer has got to have some
steadying influence that will help make the price of his product
more stable. Nearly everyone else, when he goes into busi-
ness, knows what the year’s work is going to bring.

The man who goes to work for wages as a rule knows, for he
has a contract. The great manufacturers know. They contract
in the spring of the year to sell their goods to be delivered in
the fall at a certain price. They know they are going to get
that figure. That is a certainty. That enables them to carry
on their business. But the farmer goes in, hoping and praying
that he will have a fair chance. While he is walking down the
cool, moist furrow of his field, “ solemn and reflective,” as the
former Senator from Georgia, Mr. Watson, once said, thinking
of his business and how he is going to manage to come out on
top, here comes a scheme into operation to fleece him, to take
from him the commodity which he is producing. When he is
forced in the market place to sell his products at unprofitable
prices he goes back home with an empty wagon and an empty
purse to a disappointed wife and disappointed children, to whom
he promised to bring gifts, wearing apparel, shoes, hats, and
clothes, that he is unable to furnish because of the low price
which he receives for his produce. Senators, this situation has
got to_change,

Mr. President, something has got to be done, and I expect
from time to time to contribute to the discussion of this im-
portant subject. These exchanges have got to be regulated;
they have got to be made to reflect the law of supply and de-
mand, or they have got to be put out of business. There is one
of two courses open for them: They will obey the law as it is
upon the statute books, or they will find the law so tight that
they can not move. The cotton industry has got to live and
prosper, and if the exchanges could be regulated so that they
would help to distribute the cotton crop, so that they would
respond to the law of supply and demand, I should have no
objection to them; but I am not in favor of the exchanges if
they are to be run to the hurt and injury of the cotton producer.
As between these institutions, as to which one shall survive, I
am for the cotton-producing industry; I am for sounding the
death knell of the exchange, if that be necessary, to give to the
cotton producer a fair price and a good profit. Let the Federal
Trade Commission, under the resolution which was reported by
the committee of which I am a member and which we passed
on yesterday, go to the bottom of the subject. The exchanges
ean put their houses in order or prepare to go out of business,
That is all T have to say on the subject this morning.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT.

Mr. SMOOT. I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate the
amendments of the House to Senate bill 4390.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BrookHART in the chair)
laid before the Senate the amendments of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the bill (S. 4390) to amend the last paragraph
of section 10 of the Federal reserve act, as amended by the
act of June 3, 1922, which were, on page 2, line 2, to strike
out the word *“now " and, on the same page and line, after the
word * construction,” to insert “ prior to June 3, 1922"

Mr. SMOOT, I move that the Senate concur in the House
amendments.

Mr. FLETCHER, I understand that an amendment takes
care of the branch bank at Jacksonville.

Mr. SMOOT, It takes care of the Jacksonville branch-bank
building which was started prior to the time fixed.

Mr. ROBINSON. That is my understanding; and there is
another amendment striking out the word “ now,” which was
surplusage, I think both amendments should be concurred in.

Mr. SMOOT.
moved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the amend-
ments of the House are concurred in.

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States,
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal re-
serve act, and for other purposes.

Mr. LENROOT obtained the floor.

Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis-
congin yield to me? :

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield.

Mr. FERNALD. T suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum being
suggested, the Secretary will call the roll. j

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names;

I agree with the Senator, and I hate so

Ball George McCumber Reed, Pa.
Bayard Glass McKellar Robinson
Borah Harreld McKinley Smith
Brookhart Harris McNary Spencer
Broussard Heflin Nelson Sterlin
Cameron Hiteheock New Su:herﬁmd
Capper Johnson Nicholson Swanson
Caraway Jones, N, Mex. Norris Trammell
Couzens Jones, Wash. Oddie Underwood
Culberson Kellog Page Wadsworth
Ernst Kendrick Pepper Walsh, Mass,
Fernald Lenroot Pittman Willis.
Fletcher Lodge Pomerene

Frelinghuysen MeCormick Ransdell

Mr. BROOKHART. I desire to announce that the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr, La ForrerTE] is detained from the Senate
on account of hearings before the Committee on Manufactures,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-four Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. The
gquestion is on the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. BROOKHART].

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, T desire to address myself
to the pending amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa,
but more particularly, perhaps, to the general subject to which
it relates and concerning which he addressed the Senate yes-
terday.

I do not know how many Senators may have had the oppor-
tunity to examine the amendment, or have done so whether they
had the opportunity or not. I am going to be very greatly in-
terested, Mr. President, when a roll call is had upon the amend-
ment to ascertain how many Senators there shall be who will
vote in favor of a proposition of this kind, so important, so far-
reaching; a proposition that has not been considered by any
committee of the Senate and one which has not been indorsed
by any farm organization or any other organization, so far as
I know, but for which the Senator from Iowa himself acknowl-
edges he alone stands sponsor. Nevertheless, he said that he
expected the Senate, or at least he hoped the Senate would
adopt it; and yet the Senator from Iowa has complained that
there has not been given sufficient time for the comsideration
of the provisions of the pending bill, although it has been con-
sidered by two committees, by the farm bloe, and has been be-
fore Senators for several weeks, if not months.

I am not going to undertake to address myself at any length
to the provisions of the amendment, because I can not assume,
Mr. President, that Senators are willing to act affirmatively
upon such a subject as this without full consideration. I only
wish to say in passing that on its face it affords privileges to
the class of people who come under it that are not afforded
to any other class of people in the United States under our
banking laws; that it creates a Federal reserve bank for the
special use and benefit of the class of people to whom its pro-
visions are directed, and that, too,.in one short paragraph, the
full effect of which no one can foresee,

Mr. President, I am in sympathy with cooperative organiza-
tions, and it may surprise some Senators to know, after lis-
tening to the speech of the Senator from Iowa, that the bill that
is now before us expressly provides that the paper of coopera-
tive banks shall have the same privileges as the paper of any
other kind of a bank. This bill, however, seeks to establish un-
der national charter a system of cooperative banks; and it
seems to me that when the Senate comes to consider that ques-
tion seriously, if the present law is not sufficient to authorize
and permit it, the easy and the simple thing to do would be to
amend the present law in the particulars that prevent the full
functioning of a cooperative bank exactly as any other bank
functions. - More than that the farmers have not the right to
ask; and here is a curious circumstance, Mr. President:
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Some of the friends of the farmer are always denouncing
special privilege, and yet we almost always find those same
alleged friends of the farmer asking for the farmer special
privilege that they would deny to anybody else. Mr. President,
special privilege in itself may be to the public benefit. Gen-
erally it is to the public injury; yet there are times when con-
ditions and circumstances are such that a special privilege to
this class or that class may be to the public benefit. For in-
stance, the pending bill before us, reported by the committee,
confers a special privilege for the benefit of the farmers in
that it has the Government furnish $60,000,000 of capital, and,
under certain circnmstances, an additional $60,000,000, or, in all,
$120,000,000 capital for the organization of personal-credit de-
partments in farm land banks for the benefit of the farmers
of the United States. That is a privilege that we do not extend
to any other kind of a bank, and I think it is entirely proper;
and I merely wish to say that those who denounce special
privilege always in general terms and then every day come
and ask for some special privilege in behalf of those whom they
pretend to represent are not very consistent in doing so.

Mr, President, that is all I am going to say about this
amendment. Senators, of course, will vote as they see fit upon
it; but I do want to say a word with reference to the general
subject of cooperation.

Mr, BROOKHART. Mr. President—

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield. .

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator says the paper of coopera-
tive banks has the same privilege under this law as the paper
of other banks. Since there are no cooperative banks, what
advantage is that to the farmer?

Mr. LENROOT. I understood that the Cleveland bank is in
fact, whatever its form may be, a cooperative bank, organized
by the brotherhood of railway employees.

Mr. BROOKHART. That is a labor cooperative.

Mr. LENROOT. Well, it is a cooperative bank. If a labor
cooperative can do it, a farmers’ cooperative can do it.

Mr. BROOKHART. That bank is operating under coopera-
tive by-laws by special agreement with its stockholders. It is
organized under the regular national banking act.

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. That is what I said.

Mr. BROOKHART. I had a letter from the organizer of
that bank this morning indorsing my bill.

Mr. LENROOT. Well, supposing he has—what of it?

Mr. BROOKHART. He wants the privilege of organizing a
cooperative bank. the same as any other folks have the
privilege of organizing a corporation bank,

Mr. LENROOT. He has that privilege now—the same privi-
lege that anybody else has of organizing a bank.

Mr. BROOKHART. He has not.

Mr. LENROOT. He is now asking for some special privilege
for himself or those whom he represents, is he?

Mr. BROOKHART. The amendment that I offered, if the
Senator will notice, is not confined to farmers or laborers or
anybody else. Anybody can organize a cooperative banking con-
cern. There is no special privilege asked in it in that way.

Mr. LENROOT. Is it or not confined to producers?

Mr. BROOKHART. It says:

Provided, That assoclations for carrying on the business of banking
under this title may be formed by ahy pumber of natural persons,
not less in any case than 200,

Mr. LENROOT. And who may be members of the coopera-
tive organization?

Mr. BROOKHART. There is no limitation on it, as I re-
member. )

Mr. LENROOT. Perhaps it is one of the other bills in which
it was limited to producers.

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 think the Senator was in error on
that. Now, the Senator suggested that if we wanted cooperative
banks, the way to get them was to amend the banking law itself.
That is exactly what this amendment proposes to do. It does
not propose to change the national banking system. It simply
puts the cooperative banks under the national banking act.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator knows that this
amendment of his relates to stock subscription, and they must
have capital stock. He does provide that this kind of a cor-
poration shall have a privilege that no other baumk has, in that
the minimum capital is very much less than in the case of any
other kind of a bank. He also knows that the difficulty, if there
be any, of organizing through stock subsecription under the pres-
ent law, as this amendment provides that stock must be taken,
is with regard to the distribution of earnings to stockholders,
depositors, and borrowers. Some simple amendment might be
made to the present national banking act that would ebviate
that difficulty, if difficulty it be, without amending the law so
as to give a special privilege, a special exemption, to one class
of people organizing banks under the law.

Mr. BROOKHART. But those are the provisions that make
it cooperative. Without that it wounld not be cooperative.
Those are the things necessary to make it cooperative.

Mr. LENROOT. Can not 200 persons subscribe to stock in a
national bank now and become stockholders in it?

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but that would be a corporation,
and not a cooperative.

Mr. LENROOT. What is the difference? )

Mr. BROOKHART. The difference is that in the cooperative
Yyou limit the earnings of the capital, to start with. The next
is, one man one vote, regardless of the amount of capital he
owns; and the third is, the earnings are distributed to the
depositors and the borrowers.

Mr. LENROOT. That is the chief thing of course, as the
Senator knows—the distribution of earnings—and our present
national banking laws could very easily be amended so as to
give to officers of national banks the privilege of distributing the
elslcceas earnings in that way if they saw fit. The Senator knows
that.

Mr. BROOKHART. If the Senator will prepare that simple
amendment, I will accept it.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Wisconsin is not cumber
ing up this farm credit legislation with legislation that has no
place upon this bill and that may tend to defeat it. I happen to
be a friend of rural credit legislation.

Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa yesterday again charged,
as I understood him, that there had been delay in the con-
sideration of this bill, and so much delay that I do not know
whether he said it ought to go over until the next session or not,
but, at any rate, that other propositions should have further
consideration. The only reference to the farm bloe in this
debate, so far as I am concerned, arose over the fact that the
other day the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NORBECK]
charged that somebody had delayed this legislation, and implied
that I at least was one of the parties responsible for  doing so,
and that it had now become so late in the session that adequate
consideration could not be given to that important question.
In reply, 1 stated that if there was delay anywhere with refer-
ence to this farm credit legislation the responsibility was with
the farm bloe, and I related the exact facts with reference to it.

Mr. President, I do not happen to be a member of the farm
bloe. I have not criticized it in any way. I have stated the
facts with reference to it; and, to remind the Senator from
JTowa, I will state them again.

It is over a year ago that this legislation was introduced.
It is nearly a year ago that I asked the Banking and Currenecy
Committee to appoint a subcommittee to consider it. It is
nearly a year ago that I argued this bill before the subcom-
mittee. Shortly thereafter members of the farm bloc informed
me that the farm bloc was considering this matter of credit legis-
lation, and asked me not to press this legislation until the farm
bloe could have an opportunity to examine, investigate, and con-
sider not only the bill that I had introduced but other bills upon
the same subject. I, having great respect for the farm bloc,
acquiesced and agreed to the request. It was not very long
after that before I was invited by the chairman of the farm
bloe to appear before it and address myself to the provisions of
the bill which I had introduced. I did so. I remained after my
remarks were over. The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Simumons] addressed the farm bloe. I think the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Noreeck] did so. Anyway several Senators
spoke, and I was informed that at that meeting a committee
was appointed to consider all rural credit legislation that had
been proposed. I inguired many times, and each time I learned
that that committee had not made a report to the farm bloe.
They did make a report in December. I again was invited to
appear and be present at a meeting of the farm blo¢ when the
committee had made its report, and I was informed that the
farm bloc could not agree among themselves upon any measure
relating to rural credits. That being so, I pressed to the fullest
extent of my power the consideration of this bill.,

The Committee on Banking and Currency immediately com-
menced hearings upon it, and I do not think anyone who was
present can charge that committee with any delay for a single
moment. The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] sits be-
fore me, and he knows how they sat day after day in continu-
ous session until they disposed of the bill.

So, I repeat, if there is any delay in this rural eredit legisla-
tion, the farm bloe are responsible for the delay: but I do not
criticize the farm bloe for that. I have not criticized them in
any way with respect to this or any other matter. The farnr
bloc have done many good things, but it is not necessary in
defense of the farm bloc to attempt to give them credit for
things for which they were not responsible,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, my principal complairt
in the matter was that the Senator from Wisconsin was fili-
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bustering the bill through too fast, to get back onto ship. sub-
sidy.

Mr. LENROOT. Again the Senator from JTowa, while pre-
tending to be a friend of the farmer, may be willing to delay
this legislation s0 that the farmer will not get any benefit from
it. I am not. .

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LENROOT. T yield.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Is it not a fact that if this legislation
were unduly delayed it would be guite impossible to pass it
through the House of Representatives before March 47

Mr. LENROOT. I have stated that, and I have also stated
that the farmers are commencing to prepare for their crops;
and I should suppose that anyone who really wanted to help the
farmers, rather than have political issues to talk to them about,
would be interested in getting through at the earliest possible
moment legislation for their relief.

Mr. WADSWORTH. In other words, every day is vital.

Mr. LENROOT. Every single day is vital, of course. :

Mr, President, I stated that it is no criticism upon the farm
bloc to show that they had not done all of the things that the Sena-
tor from Iowa attempted to give them credit for; and upon this
very subject of cooperative orgamization among farmers—the
Senator from Iowa may not know, because he was not here—
with reference to the cooperative marketing bill that we passed
at the last session, I think even the Senator from Iowa, loath
as he is to admit that anything is good that is done for the
farmer unless it bears his name or that of some of his close
associates, will admit that that bill, passed at the last session
of Congress, was of the very greatest value to the farmer, and
if cooperative organization was to succeed in the future it was
absolutely necessary that that legislation should pass. The
Benator from Iowa may not know that that bill was sleeping
the sleep of death, never to be resurrected so far as the farm
bloc was concerned, until two Members of this body, neither of
whom was a member of the farm bloe, got it resurrected, called
a meeting with the chairman of the farm bloe, asked repre-
sentatives of different farm organizations to meet with them,
and agreed upon a bill that was put through and is a law to-
day, but which would not have been upon the statute books if
Senators had been willing to let it rest there as the members
of the farm bloc at that time seemed to be willing it should.

Remember, Mr. President, I am not criticizing members of
the farm bloc; 1 am simply saying that the Senator from
Jowa should not attempt to give them credit for things they
will not take credit for themselves. They have done good
things. T think they were responsible, in very large degree,
for the packers bill, for the grain futures bill, and for some
other legislation. Another piece “of legislation the Senator
from Iowa attempted to give them credit for was the law en-
larging the powers of the War Finance Corporation, which
I think every Senator, unless he be the Renator from Iowa,
will admit saved thousands of farmers of the United States
from going into bankruptey. I do not know whether the
Benator from JTowa is willing to admit that or not. But what
are the facts concerning that measure? The farm bloc in-
dorsed a bill which could not have passed this body, that could
not have passed the House, because it would have put the
Government into the business of buying and gelling farm
products, and some gentlemen seem to have the idea that
there is a very simple way to restore prosperity in the United
States, and that is to have the Government buy everything
that is produced at a high price, and then sell it to the con-
sumer at a low price, and everybody will be happy. That was
the status of that bill.

There were some other Senators who were not members of
the farm bloe—

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. v

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator has just referred to the
purchase by the Government of large quantities of farm
products for the purpose of improving the prices. Let me re-
mind the Senator that during the period of the war large
quantities of wool were bought, and were held in warehouses.
Those large purchases were made in part by the Government
and in part by private enterprise, and then the very moment
the Government sought to sell the wool it had, and at one
time placed $85,000,000 worth of wool on the market, the
natural effect was to depress the price of wool in the hands
eof the farmers; and that would be the effect of legislation
of that kind.

Mr, LENROOT. The difficuities the Senator speaks of are
easily met, The Senator forgets that most of the gentlemen
who urged that kind of a proposition were also of the opinion

that the Government should in such case continue to buy at
a high price.

Mr. POMERENE. And hold the goods, without limit.

Mr, LENROOT. Oh, yes; I was on the point of saying
that there were some Members of this body who believed
that the farmers should have some relief in the emergency
which then existed, and Senators who had no connection with
the farm bloc drafted the legislation which is now upon the
statute books enlarging the powers of the War Finance Cor-
poration, which, it is admitted, was of very great benefit to
the farmers of the United States.

I merely make these statements to correct the Recorp, and
to assure the Senator from Iowa that, notwithstanding his
own skepticism upon the subject, there are some friends of
the farmer in this body who have not the honor to belong to
the farm bloe, and there are some friends of the farmer who
try to be helpful in constructive legislation, and do not think
it necessary, on the stump and on this floor, to be constantly
parading their friendship for the farmer.

I want now to refer to just one other thing that has to do
with this general subject of cooperative organization. I be-
lieve, with the Senator from Iowa, that the solution of most
of the economic troubles which confront the farmer lies in
cooperation, cooperative marketing and cooperative buying;
and may I say to the Senator from Iowa that the farmers have
learned more in the last five years with reference to that
subject than they had learned in 50 years previous to that
time. There was opne lesson the farmer had to learn with
reference to cooperative marketing and cooperative buying,
and that was that if it was to be a success, they could not
simply regard the management of it as a white-collar job
which anyone could fill, but if it was to be a success there
must be efficient management, and they must be willing to
pay for efficient management just the same as a private busi-
ness would pay. They are learning that, and wherever they
have learned it cooperative marketing is a success and has a
future before it.

But let us see for a moment what kind of a future the
Senator from Iowa has in mind for cooperative marketing. This
is not my idea. The Senator from Iowa and I are as far
apart as the poles upon the subject of farmers’ cooperative
associations, or consumers’ cooperative associations, because
the aims and purposes of the Senator from Iowa in the full
development of cooperative associations are not one whit
different from the aims and purposes of Soviet Russia, and
Lenin and Trotskl. He has a right to advocate his ideas,
of course. Any Senator has a right to; but it is interesting
to know just what the ultimate aim and purpose is.

I would not make that statement concerning the Senator
from Iowa, of course, even though he has the right to take
that position, were it not for the fact that he very frankly
stated his position not long ago. I do not think he has stated
it on the floor of the Senate yet, but a very short time ago,
in a speech in New York City, he very frankly set forth just
what his idea of the future and purpose of cooperative 'or-
ganizations was, and I want to quote a paragraph of that
speech, made last week, I think, before the Council of Foreign
Relations of New York City. I will quote just one paragraph.
He said: :

I want to make this councll a specific proposition. I say to you
it is within your power to lead this movement—

Having discussed the cooperative movement—
to a_gpeedy and world-wide success. Under the Constitution Congress
regulates commerce with forelgn nations and amo the States.
If this council would ask Congress to require that all busginess in
interstate and foreign commerce shall be transacted under a Federal
charter ; that the terms of the charter shall be the Rochdale co-
operative system of producers and consumers; that all antitrust laws
be repealed as soon as this is effected; every farmer, every laboring
man, and every soldier would join in that reguest.

Think of that, Mr, President. He undertakes to speak for
every farmer, every laboring man, and every soldier, in the
request that Congress pass legislation providing that no one
shall engage in interstate commerce in the Unifed States un-
less he has a Federal charter, and the Federal charter shall
provide that they must be members of a consumers and pro-
ducers’ association, otherwise the privilege of interstate com-
merce shall be denied them. I challenge the Senator- from
Iowa to point out any distinction between the doctrine of
Soviet Russia in its beginning and the propesition he now
advances. There is a distinction to-day, because Lenin him-
self would not think of advocating such a proppsition as the
Senator from Iowa asked that body in New York the other
night to request Congress to enact.

Then, in making that request, the Senator from Iowa seemed
to forget for the time being that there is a little instrument
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in writing, not very long, which it does not take very long to
read, but which has been in existence something like 146
years, which happens to be known as the Constitution of the
United States, and the Senator from Iowa seems to have for-
gotten that the Constitution of the United States prohibits the
passage of any such legislation as he asked the Farmers’
Council to request Congress to enact. ”

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I would like to inquire
what section and article of the Constitution of the United
States prohibits the Congress from regulating commerce among
the States, and also foreign commerce.

Mr. LENROOT. I am very glad the Senator asked that ques-
tion, because I should be very sorry to think that the Senator
from JTowa would make such propositions as he does if he
knew what the constitutional provisions were as construed by
the Supreme Court. Yet I am surprised. The Senator is a
lawyer. The Senator must know—surely the Senator from
Iowa ecan not be ignorant of the fact—that Congress has mo
power to deny the privileges of interstate commerce to one
class of persons and say they shall be granted to another.
According to the doctrine of the Senator from Iowa, Congress
could say that no one who had red hair ghould engage in inter-
state commerce, that only those who did not have red hair
might do so. Does the Senator think that kind of a regula-
tion would be valid?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 should like to ask the Senator what
class of our people would be prohibited from entering into
interstate commerce under the Rochdale cooperative system
of producers and consumers?

Mr. LENROOT. The class of men who love liberty in the
United States, who are not prohibited by the Constitution or
by law from joining or refraining from joining any organiza-
tion. The class that would be prohibited from engaging in
interstate commerece, under the Senator’'s suggestion, is the
citizen of America who would say, “I am an American citi-
zen, but I do not care to join a cooperative consumers or
producers’ society.” Have I answered the Senator?

Mr. President, I thought it well worth while to take a little
of the time of the Senate in setting before the Senate what
the aims and purposes of the Senator from Iowa seem to be
in the development of cooperative organizations.

I repeat, I doubt if there are any who do not believe in
cooperative organization, who do not believe that cooperative
organization will do more for the farmer than any kind of
legislation can possibly do. But, Mr. President, I hope the
time has come—no, I will retract that. I will say I hope
there is not another Senator and not a Member of the other
House who holds the idea that the Senator from Iowa appar-
ently does—that not another Senator could be found who
would say * We will by law compel you to join one of these
associations, under penalty, if you do not, of denying to you
the privileges of interstate commerce.”

Mr. President, there are many attacks upon the Constitution
these days. The Constitution, I think, should be amended in
some particulars. But when doctrines like these are pro-
pounded by a Senator of the United States I say, Thank God
for the Constitution.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield? I wish to ask him a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LApp in the chair). Does
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota? e

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Mr. KELLOGG. I invite the Senator's attention and also
the attention of the Banking and Currency Committee to one
clause of the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa
upon which the Senator from Wisconsin has not commented—
at least I did not hear him—and that is section 15, which pro-
vides as follows:

And it is provided further that after 1,000 cooperative national
banks have been organized they ma {l establish a cootl;‘remtive reserve
of their own and become mrembers thereof by subscribing !or capital
gtock therein equal to 5 per cent of their own capital stock

Then it provides that—

Such cooperative reserve bank may also admit as members co-

operative State banks organized substantially upon the same plan
as cooperative national banks.

Now, under that language, I take it, we are to have two
Federal reserve systems in the country independent of each
other. Everybody knows the object of the Federal reserve sys-
tem. It has a great Influence not only upon the rates of
discount and credits to be given member banks, but upon the
amount and flexibility of the currency of the United States
on which business is done. Are we to have an unlimited right
to establish another reserve system, apparently without any

limitations whatever? I should like to hear the Senator
comment on the proposition.

Mr, LENROOT. I had referred to it. I did not ecare to go
into it at any length because I think it must be readily seen
by any Senator who would take the trouble to examine the
amendment, and particularly that section, that if any plan of
cooperative banking is to be set up as a part of the national

‘system, the provision would have to be very carefully worked

out and drawn. But may I say that I suppose what the Sena-
tor from Iowa had in mind, although it is not expressed, is
that this would be merely an additional Federal reserve bank.
I suppose that is what it is. I do not know. But if it is a
Federal reserve bank, the Senator from Iowa has perhaps for-
gotten that provision of the Federal banking law which would
permit the Federal Reserve Board to order the transfer of
funds from that cooperative bank and put them in the vile
commercial banks he speaks of.

Mr. KELLOGG. The language, on its face, I suggest to the
Senator from Wisconsin, seems to establish an independent
Federal reserve system. It does not say it is a part of the
Federal reserve system we now have, or subject to the control
of the Federal Reserve Board.

Mr. LENROOT. It does not, except that the Senator from
Towa has provided that the provisions of the Federal reserve
act and the national bank law shall apply in so far as they
are applicable.

Mr. KELLOGG. So far as not inconsistent with his amend-

ment ; but the language of the amendment is that the coopera-
tive banks shall establish for themselves a cooperative reserve
of their own—not a Federal reserve, but a separate reserve of
their own. :
- Mr. LENROOT. I would like to say to the Senator from
Minnesota that when the Senator from Iowa has had more
time to reflect upon it and reintroduces the amendment at the
next session, as I expect he will, I am very sure he will very
radically revise it himself.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I regret more than ever
that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] withdrew his
demand for a night session. I see more than ever the need of
a cooperative school here in the Senate of the United States,
especially among the standpatters.

First, I want to refer to the cooperative reserve proposition.
We have two reserve systems in the United States right now.
It has been stated over and agdin in this Chamber that some-
thing more than 8,000 banks are now eligible to the Federal
reserve system and not in it. Where are they doing their re-
serve business? They are making their own reserve right
now. They are selecting their own reserve bank and doing
business with it as they please. Yet here comes a howl from
Minnesota that it sounds like Lenin and Trotski, echoing the
other howl from Wisconsin. I think most of the people of
Wisconsin are on Lenin and Trotski's side, judging from the
way they are voting up there lately, if that is the theory of it.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President——

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator will learn, when he
goes back to the people in Wisconsin, that they know what a
cooperative bank is and that they know what cooperation in
interstate commerce means. I yield to the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. The people of Wisconsin have perhaps much
to answer for, but the people of Wisconsin thus far, radical as
they may have been, have never even dreamed of such a propo-
gition as that proposed by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. BROOKHART. We will discuss that proposition a little
later. I agree that the people of Wisconsin have much to
answer for. Perhaps the chief of those things is the junior
Senator from Wisconsin.

But in any event I want to explain the situation a little.
We will hold a little bit of the school right now. I am ready
to face any American on the proposition of the right to organize
cooperative societies. I said to the leaders of finance in Wall
Street, to that council of foreign relations, the biggest leaders
up there, *“If you would come to Congress and ask this regu-
lation of interstate commerce, the farmers, the laborers, and
the soldiers would join you,” and they would do so. I so said
to them that I did not expect them to come, because they are
not ready to yield the profit system which they have fastened
on interstate commerce and which enables them to take such
enormous profits without the consent of the people of the United
States and to declare such enormous dividends to avoid the
payment of taxes.

Now, would Congress have the right to provide a Federal
charter for the transaction of interstate commerce? I know
of no lawyer who ever disputed that fact. The farmer himself
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knows better than that. He does not have to ask a lawyer,
because the Constitution says that Congress shall regulate com-
merce among the States and also foreign commerce. If Con-
gress provided that those engaged in interstate commerce should
take out a Federal eharier it would be eonstitutional. No one
would dispute it. If Cengress then further provided that they
had to earn 200 per cent on their capital, the Senator from
Wisconsin would never dispute the constitutionality of that sort
of provision in the charter. But if Congress would provide
that those profits should be restricted by the cooperative prin-
ciple, then it would be bolshevism and anarchy, as has been
stated by the junior Senator from Wisconsin.

©Oh, we need a little bit of edueation on some of these ideas.
The farmers and laboring men and soldiers of the country are
wakening up to them and are talking of this propesition. I
have not the slightest doubt of the power of Congress to enact
such a law. I have not the slightest doubt that the most reac-
tienary eourt in the country would hold it constitutional, be-
cause the plain terms of the Constitution say that Congress
shall regunlate foreign commerce and commerce among the
States.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. I asked for the section or article that is
violated and the Senator from Wisconsin got eloguent, leaned
back on his , and shot off some hot air, but he never
stated it. I now yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. I will say to the Senator that if he will
read the decision in the child-labor case, rendered in a case in-
yvolving the first child labor law, he will not thereafter, because
he is a lawyer, repeat the statementi he has just made.

Mr. BROOKHART. I know something about that, too. That
was a preposition that we could not invade the States with
the interstate commerce elause. I am only talking about inter-
state commerce.

Mr. LENROOT. That was interstate commerce. We at-
tempted in that law—and I had something to do with it—to
deny the privilege of interstate eommerce im order to protect
the child labor within the State, but the Supreme Court of the
United States held that Congress had no power to do that thing
under the inferstate commerce elause of the Constifution.

Mr., BROOKHART. To do certain acts wholly within the
State, which they held were not within interstate commerce. I
have not propesed anywhere that there be included any pro-
vision that was not inferstate commerce. I understand that
distinetion perfectly well. No; there is always a reactionary
always ready to find some reason to halt the advance. He is
always ready to cite the Constitution, if that will de; if not,
then he eites something else. He never sees the light of prog-
gress, He never sees the interest of the common man. That
is the trouble. That is the reason why we are going to pass
farm legislation that amounts to nothing for the farmer.

Now, the little simple amendment which I have proposed to
the pending bill does not foree anything on anybedy. It does
not attempt even to do the things that I asked the big finan-
ciers of New York to suppert. It gives a permissive right to
organize a simple cooperative bank, There are thousands and
tens of thousands of them organized and in successful opera-
tion in the world right new, organized every time by the com-
mon, plain people of the different countries. They are serving
the needs of the agricultural people in every country where
they are in operation. But the Senator, who does not belong
to the farm bloe, whe speaks for the banker bloe, the Wall
Street bloe, the United States Chamber of Commerce bloc, and
all those bloes, Iz opposed to giving to this great class of our
people, the 7,000,000 farmers, the 6,000,000 laboring men, ihe
several other millions of brain workers who earn their living
in the country by brain work, authority to form an erganiza-
tion that would enable them to organize their own little savings
under their own control, to be used for their own benefit. No;
he wants to continue a system which by the structure of its
organization takes those little savings, piles them up ulti-
mately In the big Wall Street banks, and leaves in the hands
of a few men the economic power that goes with the control
of all that vast ecapital.

I do not know in how many wars he served. I do net know
how many times he has volunteered to defend his flag, but
the Senstor comes back and intimates against the man who
is willing to stand for these people against him and against
Wall Street or any other erowd that that man belongs with
Lenin and Trotski All right; I do not care. I have been
called those names ten thousand times. That is the reason I
earried every county but five in my State. The common people
af this country have got past all of that stufft I was told
when I first came down here that I would have fo face a con-
spiracy of this kind of charges, and it has appeared to-day

the floor of the Senate of the United States. I am ready
to face it here or anywhere else.

I say that the men who are trying to subvert the Constitu-
tution. of the United States are this same combination of
capitalists who recognize no rights of the common man, who
ignore and care for nothing except to take exorbitant profits
at the expense of the farmer and laborer and the common
man ef this country.

I did not come to the Senate to represent those men and
those combinations. I eame to fight them, and I will be here
doing it as long as I have breath to do it. I think this is a
Government of the people, by the people, and for the people.
I think the Republican Party, to which I belong, is the party
of that idea, and if it has strayed away under the leadership
of the ideas advocated by the Senator from Wisconsin I am
ready to fight to bring it back. It came back in Iowa, and it
came back in Wisconsin. No longer by calling names, no longer
by denouncing somebody, can the thoughtful people of the
United States be turned from the real guestion at issue.

Vote down this amendment if you wish and say to the farmers
and the laboring people and the common people, * You shall not
have an organization within whieh to mobilize your own little
savings; we propose to take those savings and handle them for
you whether you wish it or not "—do that if you like, but I
will be here fighting it at the next session of Congress, There
will be a somewhat different tone of voice in the Senate at the
next session, and it may be we shall fare better.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, I am going to say merely a
word with reference to the remarks of the Senator from Iowa.
I wish to read but a line of the bill as reported by the com-
mittee, as originally introdueed by me, and as I am asking the
Senate te pass it to-day. As to those who shall have the privi-
leges of the bill, it covers—
any national bank, State bank, trust company, rural credit corporation,

gl:orporatod live-stock loan or farm ecredit company, savings institu-
N—

Now, note—

c ative bank, or cooperative credit or marketing association of
agricultural producers.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Iowa is so careless in his
statement of faet that I do not care to go further with that.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I wish to concede, as I
have stated all the time, that the Senator's bill recognizes the
belligerency of a cooperative association, but that is all

Mr. LENROOT. No.

Mr. BROOKHART. The bill recognizes that there is such
a thing and that business will be transacted with it, but that
is all

Mr. LENROQOT. The Senator said I was trying in this bill to
prevent the organization of cooperative banks and insisted on
taking the money away from them.

Mr. BROOKHART. I still say that it does not create such a
bank er provide any way of creating it.

Mr. LENROOT. It does create such banks, They may be
created just as many thousands of State banks to-day are
created. It is State banks mostly that will be affected by the
bill, In any State, with the permission of the State gov-
ernment, ecoperative banks may be organized, and when organ-
ized this bill gives cooperative banks the benefit of its provi-
sions. The Senator knows that, and yet he made the statement
he did a few moments ago.

Mr. BROOKHART. I know this bill as it was orginally
prepared did not authorize the organization of any cooperative
bank or of any other eooperative society.

Mr. LENROOT. No; nor of any other kind of bank.

Mr. BROOKHART. 1t proposes to transact business with
them ; that is all. That amounts to but very littlee I am will-
ing, however, to give credit to the bill for that; it helps that
much; but this whole proposition is worthy as well as one
little corner of it

Mr. President, I desire at this time to withdraw the amend-
ment to the pending bill providing for cooperative banking, but
give notice that I shall offer it again before the final vote is
taken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objeetion, the amend-
ment is withdrawn,

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I concede that the meas-
ure before us indicates at least some response to the demand
of the great agricultural interests of the country that Congress
enact laws governing the financial system that will be suitable
to conditions surrounding that great industry. I do not feel
that the measure in its present form is entirely void of helpful
provisions. It is, to a large extent, copied after the act reviv-
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ing the War Finance Corperation, and, placing within it cer-
tain authority and power to make loans in order to assist in
carrying on our agricultural industries.

In some localities of our country the pending measure will
extend additional relief to that already provided by the War
Finance Corporation act under which we are operating at the
present time. In other localities, considering the character of
the agricultural industries within those sections, the measure
will afford no greater relief than, and prebably nmot so much
relief as, is now enjoyed under the existing law governing the
administration of the War Finance Corporation.

I have thought as I read over this bill that the members of
the committee, however good may have been their intentions,
were familiar only with that portion of our country in which
staple agricultural cemmodities are produced. They do mot
to take into account to any marked extent the vast domain
in this country in which the production of perishables comsti-
tute agriculture in a major proportion at least. In localities
where the preduction of staple eommodities constitnte princi-
pally the agricultural industry it is provided that upem the
indorsement of a bank credit may beé obtained from the farm-
loan bamks. It is also provided that credit may be obtaimed
upon security based upen chattel mortgages or warehouse Te-
ceipts upon those staple products from the farm-loan banks,
provided the farmer utilizes the banks in the comntry as the
intermediary or the underwriter, for it is necessary, in order
for any farmer to have his security used, provided it is not the
security of a cooperative association, for that security, before
it is eligible for an advance or a discount in a farmdean bank,
to bear the indorsement of the bank from which the loan is
negotiated. It is provided, however, that farm organizations,
farm-doan associations, or marketing associations composed of
farmers engaged in the preductiom of staple products, may
transact business directly with the farm-lean banks. The re-
striction provided by the vse of the werds * staple agricultural
products ” precludes from the advantage of any direct negotia-
tion with the farm-ean banks the farmers of any sectien of the
counfry engaged in the productien of perishables, because the
privilege is not extended to the farmers, even when cooperating
in an association, to secure advances from the farm-loan banks,
except in the event that they are engaged in the production
aof staple agricultural products. In comsequence, this measure
absolutely precludes the thousands and the millions of the farm-
ers and growers in this country who are engaged in the produc-
tion of perishable commodities from the privilege of obiaining
advances or diseounts frem the farm-loan banks directly.

This elass of our farmers are expected to go into their loecal
banks, arrange for loans with their local banks, and then the
local bank, if it sees preper to do so, may, with its indorsement,
use that security for the purpose of obtaining a rediscount or
an advance from the farm-loan bank under the provisions of
this measure. In consequence, this bill provides no further
relief whatever for the frait grower or the truck farmer of
my State and other States than is provided for him under the
existing law governing the operations of the War Finance
Corporation.

Mr. President, I come from one :of the most thrifty and pro-
gressive and, from the standpoint of the investor, as well as
from many other viewpoints, one of the most attractive States
in the Union; yet within my State the eitrus-fruit industry, the
truck-farming operations, and agricultural endeavers of similar
character constitute in a major proportion, at least, its agricul-
ture. In the northern part, which is a most excellent farming
section, we produce staples very largely—cotton, .corn, and
crops of that character—and this extends into the central part
te quite an extent; but in a considerable periion of my State
agriculture centers very largely around the production of cit-
rus fruits and the production of perishables. This bill applies
to staple farm products. Of course, I ghould like very much
to have that character of agriculture included under the head
of the term “staple farm products,” but, as I understand, it
was not the purpose and intention of the committee, in put-
ting that restriction upon the security, that it should include
perishable products. The intention was rather that it should
be restricted to nonperishable products.

There is a way whereby those engaged in the fruit industries
and in fruck farming can have an opportunity to obtain ad-
vances and loans just the same as those engaged in the so-
called staple agricultural activities—that is, to make eligible
for leans and for advances from the farm-loan banks securities
that are based upon mortgages upon real property. In order
to try to correct this ohjectionable feature of the measure as
it exists at present, I have proposed an amendment making a
mortgage upon real property used for producing and in connee-
tion with producing agricultural crops eligible as a security for

advances and for rediscount purposes. There is no better class
of security than that. The committee, when it wrete into the
bill that mortgages upon cattle should be acceptable, recog-
nized the policy of accepting mortgages and collateral of that
character. As a matter of fact, T think that in the mind of the
average financier or person who is well informed upon the
question of securities the soil upon which the crop is produced
and the buildings and improvements located upom a farm
would be recognized as certainly as staple and as dependable
security as a mortgage upon cattle or live stock.

1 do not want te question anybedy's metives, and I do not
question them ; but when I read this bill T am impressed that
those who drafted the bill were thinking abeut wheat, were
thinking about corn, they had to think about cotton, and then
the caftle people of the West said, “ Why, we must have some
provision mnder which we can receive the benefits of this bill
for our cattle industry,” so in a number of Instances they spe-
cifically wrote into the measure that these privileges should be
extended to live stock, and that a chattel mortgaze upon live
stock sheunld be eligihle for advances and for discount purposes:
but it seems that nobody happened to think about the man whe,
with his apple orchard or his orange grove or his truck farm,
may reguire seme financial assistance. It seems that mobody
was there looking after the imterests of those engaged in this
character of agriculture. Certainly the man engaged, in fruit
preduction and in vegetable production should be afforded the
same opportunity and privilege of obtaining eredits for the
planting, the production, the harvesting, #md the marketing of
his erops as those engaged in the production of staple agricul-
taral products, provided, of course, that he can furnish ample
and safe security. This he can de. This can be easily accom-
plished by having him furnish, if he sees fit to do it—and he
should have that privilege—a mortgage upon his real estate;
and there is ne better security.

Under the provisions of this bill a farmers’ erganization or
association whose members are engaged in the production of
agricultural products of a staple character can go to the farm-
lean hank and obtain meney without any collateral other than
the mates of the asseciation, as I recall, just so they say that
the money was advanced or is being used in earrying on staple
farming. The farmer has to belong to an association, howewver,
to enjoy that privilege. On the other hand, under the provi-
sions of the bill an association of which a fruit grower in my
State is o member who has property worth prebably $25,000,
requiring for the purpose of fertilizing, working, and caring
for his grove and the preduction of a n's crop perhaps
$2,500, has absolutely no privilege to apply te a farm-loan bank
and obtain loans, even though that grower is willing to Egive a
morigage upon his property for $2,500, and his property is
worth $25,000.

1 do net think a prepesed system that denies this privilege
to a great class of those engaged in the agriculture of omr
country fully meets the situation and the reguirements. What
is this farmer to do? His enly remedy is to go to his bank. He
knocks at the door of the bank and says, “I want to berrow
§2,500. My mext crop probably will amount to four or five
thousand dollars, but I need money to buy fertilizer: I need
money for spraying; I need meney for plowing and heeing, and
so on. I want to borrow $2,500.”

If the bank sees fit fo loan him the $2,500, then as soon as
his obligation gets into the hands of the bank it constitutes a
collateral upen which the bank, with its indorsement, can nego-
tiate an advance or can negotiate for a rediscount with the
farm-loan bank or with the Federal reserve bank. It just
facilitates matters a little as far as the banking facilities are
cencerned, and aids the banker, and the farmer indirectly ob-
tains some benefit; but that is mnot all. Yeu deny this great
class of our peaple engaged in agriculture the privilege of nege-
tiating dirvectly, either thirough associations or otherwise, with
the farm-loan bank.

Of course, T appreciate, and the farmers of my section appre-
ciate, the privilege of a bank having the opportunity, as it now
has—it already has that opportunity under the present war
finance law—of taking the farmers’ security and of using
it for the purpese of reinforcing the funds of the bank.
That necessarily, especially in times of stress, gives the bank
more funds with which to eperate. It mot only helps the farmer
in that way, although his benefits have to come by a circuitous
route, but it helps to strengthen and to fortify the bank, and it
gives the bank greater latitude in meeting the commercial de-
mands upon it. So I am heartily in sympathy with that pro-
vision of the law as it now exists; and when the War Finance
Corporation bill was pending here it was my pleasure to sug-
gest and have adopted one or two amendments to that bill,
which extended or emlarged the scope of the banks in the ace
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ceptance of securities that would be considered eligible for
rediscount purposes; but the contention I make is that the law
ought to go a little further and make it possible for an associa-
tion of growers engaged in truck farming or an association of
growers engaged in ecitrus-fruit production to have the same
privilege to go to the farm-loan bank and obtain advances in
the form of loans that the farmers and the growers engaged in
staple-crop production in an association may have. Coming
from a section where this is to a great extent the character of
farming that is engaged in, I resent the discrimination against
the citrus-fruit producer and against those engaged in vege-
table production; and what I say in regard to my own State
will apply to other States where they produce apples, peaches,
grapes, and other perishables.

Take the condition in the State of California. In California,
im a very large part of the State, those engaged in agriculture
will have absolutely no privileges under this bill except to carry
on their transactions through their local banks. Their ex-
changes, their cooperative organizations and associations, are
absolutely barred from any direct transactions with the farm-
loan banks under the provisions of this bill, although those en-
gaged in the production of grain or wheat—their neighbors, if
it should happen that they are their neighbors—through their
organizations can ask for loans, and under the law their securi-
ties would be eligible for loans.

My criticism and complaint is that the bill has diseriminated
against those who are engaged in the production of perishables,
and there is no occasion and no reason why that diserimination
should exist. I suggest the remedy to correct that discrimina-
tion by proposing that a mortgage upon real property used for
producing and in connection with the production of agricultural
products shall be made eligible as a collateral along with the
other character of securities enumerated in the measure. This
bill does not go so very much further than the Federal reserve
iaw at the present time on the question of making eligible for
rediscount farmers' securities.

Under the present Federal reserve law notes based upon
advances for agricultural purposes, which are made payable
within six months, are eligible for rediscount by the Federal
reserve banks, That is the law at the present time. What
does the pending bill propose? The pending bill proposes that
if warehouse receipts are appended, or there is a chattel
mortgage upon staple agricultural products, then the security
will be acceptable if it is not made payable for a period of not
exceeding nine months, but unless the security furnished to
obtain a loan for agricultural purposes is secured by warehouse
receipts, by chattel mortgage upon staple agricultural produects,
or upon cattle—and provisions making cattle good security are
always put into such bills, and I am glad of it—unless that
condition exists, then the securities are not eligible; they are
not eligible under the provisions amending the Federal re-
serve law for rediscount purposes, and certainly are not
eligible for the bank to use upon which to obtain the issuance
of T'ederal reserve bank notes. It is provided that if this
character of securities has with it a mortgage or a warehouse
receipt, or a chattel mortgage upon live stock, then it is eligible
for a period of not exceeding nine months and can be used as
a basis for obtaining the issuance of Federal reserve bank
notes,

I propose an amendment, now on the desk, adding another
clause, to the effect that a mortgage upon real estate used for
the producing, or in connection with the produecing, of agri-
cultural products shall come within the same class of securi-
ties. If we adopt that, then we will extend a credit to those
engaged in the production of perishable products, and it will
in no wise jeopardize the stability of our financial institu-
tions or impair the usefulness of the system, but, on the con-
trary, it will help to stabilize the securities, in so far as ad-
vances to the fruit grower or to the truck farmer are con-
cerned, and it will help to stabilize and to make more useful
the system of credits proposed. Without it, we have not pro-
vided ample relief to those engaged in the production of
perishable products.

We can gain a little idea from comparisons in discussing this
question of the stability of credits. Just think of the provision
of the Federal reserve bank law dealing with what may be
ordinarily termed “ commercial ” paper. Under the present law
all that is necessary is for the bank to pass upon the security
offered in connection with ordinary commercial transactions,
and that security, when accepted by the bank and offered by
the bank, is eligible for rediscount, provided it is for a period of
not over 90 days, in certain transactions, and six months in
transactions affecting agriculture. Those securities at present
under the Federal reserve bank law are eligible for rediscount
and constitute security upon which Federal reserve bank notes

may be issued, and no mortgage or warehouse receipt is re-
quired. But when you come to consider the financial needs of
agriculture some say that you are departing from safe finaneial
paths whenever you say that even a mortgage upon real prop-
erty for advances or loans made to carry on agriculture is not
secure and should not be made eligible for rediscount at your
farm loan bank.

I am at a loss to understand why it is that If this character
of security is good for six months, even to be used for the pur-
pose of obtaining an issuance of Federal reserve notes, which,
of course, are money, the next day afterwards, or seven months,
or eight months, or nine months afterwards, the same security
is not stable and should not be recognized. That is what the
pending bill means, however.

A fruit grower or truck farmer can go to the bank, without
this bill becoming a law, and can borrow $1,000 for six months,
if the bank is willing to lend it to him. He does not have to
give a mortgage. His note for the $1,000, payable in six
months, in the hands of the bank is eligible under the existing
law for rediscount purposes with the Federal reserve bank. It
is also eligible as security upon which the bank may obtain an
issue of Federal reserve bank notes. If that security is stable
for six months, then I can see no logical reason why the farmer
should have no privilege of having it used for the interval be-
tween six months and nine months, as is prohibited by the bill
now pending.

This bill denies to him nine months' credit unless he gives
warehouse receipts or chattel mortgages upon staple products
or live stock. But where he is engaged in the production of
nonperishables he is barred against a nine months' loan, even
upon a mortgage.

It is plain this bill extends to him no benefits or privileges
which he does not enjoy under the existing law, and I agree
with the Senator from South Carolina that the time should be
extended to 12 months as the maximum limitation upon loans
instead of limited to nine months, as now provided in this bill.
No system is provided which will accommodate itself to the
needs of agriculture when loans are limited to nine months.
Every farmer will agree with my statement, Many farmers de-
sire loans for 12 months. Some of them might borrow two or
three months before it is absolutely necessary; but the farmer
does not want to go along, groping in the dark for two or three
or four months, not knowing whether he is going to have money
to carry on his farm operations or not; and a great majority of
the farmers try to make their financial arrangements, where
they have not means of their own with which to operate, at
the beginning of the planting season. Yet, under this bill they
are restricted to nine months,

I could not help noticing a difference when it came to the
question of writing a clause In the bill to take care of bills of
lading, bills of exchange, drafts, and securities of that char-
acter, based upon exports and imports, used in foreign trade.
The period is six months in the case of that class of paper on
a character of business that is constantly going on, day in and
day out, and in which they should have several turnovers in
six months, you might say. Yet they give them a credit of
six months and make their paper eligible, but want to restriet
the farmer's paper to nine months when in all reason he needs
credit for a longer period. If that character of paper is en-
titled to six months' credit, then a farmer is certainly entitled
to 12 months' credit. I am heartily in favor of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SamiTH]
and feel that it should be adopted. If we do not adopt it, we
will not be meeting the needs of agriculture; we will not be en-
deavoring to our uttermost to establish a system of finance that
will be applicable to the status and condition of the farmer, and
why should we not do so? I have not heard anybody upon this
floor give a good, sound, logical reason why we should fail in
doing our duty by America's millions of farmers.

I think the farmers of this country—call their friends
“blocs” or whatever you want to call them—are entitled to
make some suggestions and give some advice and counsel re-
garding what they need in their industry, and I do not think
there is any reason why their friends should be criticized be-
cause they stand up and try to bring about legislation which
will meet the demands of the industry in which they are en-
gaged. I find others representing the railroads—the big cor-
porations and the big interests of the country. To what bloe
do they belong?

Mr., SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Florida will
allow me, if the notes secured by the things the farmer produces
in the form of staple agricultural products are eligible as the
basis for the issuance of Federal reserve notes, why should the
farmer not be entitled to a lifetime for those Federal reserve
notes commensurate with the peculiar character of his business,
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in view of the fact that he produces the commodities upon which
the eurrency can be issued?

Mr. TRAMMELL. He produces the commodities, and what-
ever prosperity we enjoy in this country comes first through
the industry and the labor and teil of the man who tills the
soil. He is the ereator in the development of wealth, and with-
out him we could have no prosperity, we could have no indus-
tries in which others could engage and accumulate and make
their fortunes and others obtain a livelihood.

It is a very peculiar thing that the farmer has been neglected
g0 long. I do not say that we should do anything for the farmer
but treat him fairly and jostly. Give him a fair deal is all I
ask. A few years ago if one talked about doing justice by the
farmer, there was always a cry of paternalism, and even yet
some would ignore the rights of those who produce the food
and the raiment for the more than a hundred million ecitizens
of the Republic.

My position is that we should formulate a financial system
that would meet the conditions surrounding the farmer's busi-
ness, just the same as we do when we come to deal with the
ecommercial or manufacturing interests of the country. I have
found that the commercial and manufacturing interests of the
country and the bankers to a large extent usually get what
they want in the way of legislation. Legislation to a very large
extent is written in accordance with their suggestions. In deal-
ing with the transportation companies of the United States the
railroad law, which a majority of Congress passed in 1920, met
very largely with their approbation. They were busy looking
after the situation and finally had a law enacted that met to a
very large extent their wishes. I am proud to say I voted
against this law.

At that time when it eame to the question of providing finan-
cial assistance, there was no restriction, no suggestion that the
railroads should not have more than $1,000,000 for each road
or $2,000,000 for each road, and that the money should be used
only for the purpose of meeting losses.

The Congress very beneficently extended loans to the rail-
roads of the country out of the Public Treasury amounting to
something like $700,000,000 or $800,000,000, and yet some people
do not want us to provide for, say, $120,000,000, $150,000,000,
or $200,000,000 of credit—not providing the money, but merely
providing the credit—to make secure a banking system for the
purpose of aiding the agriculture of the country. No one
offered any criticism particularly about loaning the railroads
of the country $700,000,000 or $800,000,000 based upon eol-
lateral that was not as good collateral and not as good security
as that which would be furnished by the average farmer of the
country when negotiating a loan.

I have proposed an amendment to the provision providing
that £5,000,000 ghall be authorized for each of the farm loan
banks. I have proposed that it be amended to increase the
amount to $15,000,000 for each bank. My idea is to fix a liberal
latitude or margin in the amount. The capital stock is not to
be paid for by the Government except as the money is needed,
therefore if we fix it at $15,000,000 instead. of $5,000,000, and
the bank only needs $5,000,000, the Government would not be
ealled upon to finance to the extent of more than the amount
needed. On the other hand, if under the provisions of the bill
there should be a demand for $12,000,000 by a given bank, and
if we have restricted the eapitalization, so far as the Govern-
ment taking stock in it is concerned, te $5,000,000, then the
bank would be absolutely unable to meet the demands and
requirements upon it which have been authorized under the
bill. So I have proposed an amendment providing that the
capital which is to be secured for it by the Government shall
be $15,000,000.

Mr. President, I approve of the purpose und the object of a
system to provide farm credit. For many years I have advo-
eated a revision of our banking laws looking to the expanding
and enlarging of our banking system to such an extent that
it would accommodate the agricultural interests of the country
just the same as it has accommodated and facilitated the com-
merce of the country. I do not feel that the pending measure
has gone as far as the conditions of agriculture require, but half
a loaf is better than none at all. I realize that even in its
present form the bill will accomplish a limited amount of good.
For that reason, while I have criticized and suggested improv-
ing several of the provisions of the bill, it Is my purpose to sup-
port the measure on account of the limited benefit that will
result to our agricultural Interests. But I think there is no
reason why the bill gshould not be perfeeted so as to meet the
conditions of those who are engaged in the produection of
perishable products when ample security ean be given,

I trust that Senators will seriously consider the point I
have raised upon this particular feature of the bill. If we

leave it unamended, the fruit growers and ftruck farmers
will be barred absolutely from any opportumity to get eredit,
through a cooperative assoclation or any organization of
their own, directly from a farm-loan bank. They would be
left exclusively to the facilities' afforded them through the
local bank and could only obtain such indirect benefit under
the provisions of the bill as might come to them through their
loeal bank.

My, President, I have no criticism to make of our banks
in general. I think that the banks of the country, eonsider-
ing the demands upon them—I know in my State it is true—
have displayed a spirit of cooperation and sympathy to a
very large extent for agriculture, and within all reason most
of them have tried to assist agriculture by giving the necessary
credits, I do not anticipate that under the bill there would
be any disposition other than that of cooperation and assist-
ance toward agriculture on the part of loeal banks in Florida,
But it does seem, if we are trying to establish a system to
furnish farm credits, that we should not leave without the
provisions of that system a very large and necessary class
of those engaged in agriculture, and that we should not deny
them, when they are in associations and cooperating, the privi-
lege of furnishing their credits to the farm-loan banks.

I have proposed mot only the amendment which T sent to
the desk on yesterday but several others to-day, with the hope
that they may be adopted and that we will give to all engaged
in the: agricultural industry, whether producers of perishable
gir nonperishable products, the same fair and just considera-

on.

RAILROAD EATES|

Mr, CAPPER. Mr, President, I desire to present for the con-
sideration of Senators this joint resolution of the Houses of the
Kansas Legislature, now in session:

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission in its various de- .
cisions has construed the transportation act as enlarging its jurisdic-
tion over guestions Involving Intrastate rates, fares, and charges, and
has recogmn as the controlling element in such deecisions the revenue
needs of the carriers in a particular group without partienlarization or
definiteness as to the extent of discrimination between persons, com-

firms, corporations, or localities, which was the extent of Iis
urisdiction prior to the transportation act, as evideneed by ecourt de-
S edicod by the Beoteiature af the Atkt of Keises, That
esalre € e 0 L & 0 ansas, Al we urge our
Senators andv Members of Congress to use their influence and bregst gn—
deavor to have the transportation act amended, restricting the juris-
diction of the Interstate Commerce Commission over matters Involving
intrastate rates, fa and ch to that exercised under the Inter:
state commerce act and prier to passage of the transportation act.

Resoleed further, That we urge our Senators and bers of Con-
gress and all other Members of the Congress of the United States to
support Senate bill 1150, introduced Iliy SBenator CAPPER, and House bill
7947, introduced by Representatlve HocH, whieh bills previde for the
amendment of the transportation act and Hmit the power of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission over matters involvi intrastate rates,
fares, and charges to that formerly exercised by that body prior to the
passage of the transportation act. )

I also desire to present a resolution adopted by the Kansas-
Missouri Hardware and Implement Dealers’ Association, Kansas
City, Kans., January 18, 1923

Resolved, That freight rates on farm products should be reduced to
pre-war levels, and increased credits and lower rates of interest would
enable the farmer to refund his indebtedness, liguidate his losses, and
finally pay out.

I am aware, Mr. President, that it is unlikely that this Con-
gress will be able to turn its attention to the transportation
problem. I am also aware, Mr. President, as everyone in the
least advised as to our domestic economiec situation must be,
that the next Congress must not only consider the transporta-
tion question but must find a solution for it in the interest of
the whole people. In my opinion transportation will be the
big question before the Sixty-eighth Congress. The present
high plane of transportation rates is an embargo on the pros-
perity of a vast majority of our people.

Mr. President, railroads rank second to agriculture in the
industrial procession of the United States. A small second
at that. Both outrank manufacturing. Railroads and manu-
facturers prosper. Agriculture fights for its life.

In 1922 railway net operating incomes increased $145,000,000.
Operating expenses decreased nearly $140,000,000. Julins H.
Parmelee, director of the burean of railway economics, is
authority for this statement. Forty railroad systems show
earnings in excess of the 6 per cent fair-return standard fixed
by the transportation act. The Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, responding to a resolution of inguiry introduced by me,
80 reports.

Last year the people of the United States pald the railroads
$5,500,000,000. This is almost twice as much as the National
Government cost them.

As for the manufacturers and corporations, the flood of
stock dividends, the usual cash dividends, and the more than
a few extra dividends prove their prosperity.
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During this time and for more than two years and a half
the farming industry, biggest industry of all, has been fight-
ing for existence. It has been producing, usually at a loss,
sometimes at almost a total loss, selling at next to pre-war
prices, and paying higher-than-war freight tolls to reach its
markets,

In some quarters we are blamed for insisting that the tail
has been wagging the dog long enough; that freight rate re-
ductions not only are necessary to get agriculture on its feet
but that the roads can not longer afford to refuse rate reduc-
tions in the interest of general prosperity. We are also blamed
for insisting that we can not have fair and equitable rate
making until section 15a, the rate-making clause in the Cum-
mins-Esch Act, is repealed. Yet this is absolutely the case.

Mr. President, I am not a railroad baiter. I want the roads
to prosper and to obtain a falr return on their capital. But I
know they are endangering their own welfare and the coun-
try’s so long as they delay these reductions. Some one must
kggp Ehls truth before Congress and must talk plain talk
about it.

My recent remarks in this Chamber on rate reduction and
the repeal of the rate-making clause brought a storm of criti-
cism from that section of the press which holds a brief for
the railroads—the railroad magazines and a few of the big
city papers. While these criticize, excessive rates are driving
farmers to the wall. These unjust rates stand between the
farmer and his markets, between the farmers and the only
means a majority of them have for obtaining ready money.
Knowing this, the American Farm Bureau Federation said at
its recent annual convention in Chicago:

We demand the further reduction of freight rates until they shall be
brought into proper working relation to the purchasing power of farm
Crops,

One of these critics, the New York Commercial, atfempts to
show that a substantial reduction of rates would benefit farm-
ers to the extent of only 1 per cent of their expenses.

A farmer's returns come from what he gets for his output.
This is what militates so vielously against him now. When
freight charges alone take 10 to 20 per cent from gross prices,
which scarcely meet the cost of production, no sort of juggling
with figures can soften the blow. Freight charges do this and
often more on long hauls. The farmer more.-often than not is
a long-haul shipper. Kansas, for instance, produces more than
a bushel of wheat for every man, woman, and child in the
United States. The price the Kansas wheat raiser gets for his
wheat delivered is the market price at destination less the
freight he has paid. What is left is what he gets for his grain.
Often he does not get the cost of production.

It costs a farmer twice as much to ship a carload of apples
as it does a coal operator to ship a carload of coal the same
distance. The farmer receives for his apples less than the cost
of production, while consumers in cities pay 10 cents each for
the fruoit.

Here is a commission man’s table showing what the apple and
potato grower get out of the selling price of their crop and
how much more the railroads charge for shipping it. Figures
also ure given for coal. It is a highly instructive table:

Commodities. %g,"md By producer. By railroad.
Per cend. Per cent.
$33.00 | . $15.00 45. 5 $18.00 .5
22,00 10. 00 45, 45 12,00 54.55
11.25 5. 50 488 & 75 a2

Prominent among those who have taken issue with my posi-
tion on this vital question of transportation and the need of
rate reduction is W. B, Storey, president of the Santa Fe. In
a letter to me taking exception to my remarks in the Senate a
few weeks ago on this question, Mr. Storey suggests that heavy
traflic does not necessarily imply heavy earnings. Mr. Storey's
letter was given to the Associated Press and was widely pub-
lished. In this letter Mr. Storey goes on to say:

You speak of enormous business being done by the railroads and sug-
gest that they divide their prosperity with the farmer. * © * [ eap
say definitely that if 4 per cent is all that ean be earned in a year of
heavy business like this the railroads will necessarily have to postpone
still further the day when they can furnish adeguate facilities to move
the farm products of the country.

In my remarks a few weeks ago I cited a number of roads in
the same class as the 40 since reported by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission that were earning more than their regular
dividends. The Wall Street Journal of December 14 announced
that the Michigan Central had declared an additional dividend
of 6 per cent and its regular semiannual dividend of 4 per cent.

This road declared dividends of 14 per cent net for 1922, com-
pared with 6 per cent for 1921, although that year it earned
41.23 per cent net on its capital stock.

Regular dividends of T per cent annually are being paid by
the Great Northern Railway. I learn from a circular adver-
tising an issue of gold bonds by this company that in no year
during the last 10 has this road’s income been less than twice
the charges, and that it has averaged about 2} times all charges.
Ag stated, its income from its Burlington holdings includes only
the cash dividends received on the company’s holdings of Chi-
cago, Burlington & Quiney stock, * although the Burlington's
em{(riling‘s were more than 50 per cent in excess of the dividends
pa -ll

The income of the Southern Pacific is reported to have aver-
aged more than twice all charges for the last 10 years and to
have amounted to 2.24 times the charges in 1021. In the year
1922 the net railway operating income of this road was nearly
$10,000,000 greater than in its highly prosperous preceding year.

The Delaware, Lackawanna & Western has paid dividends of
20 per cent or more for many years, and is still paying them,

In addition to the 40 or more railroads reported by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission as earning more than the 6 per
cent fair-return rate, the big Pennsylvania system, Wall Street
reports, will show earnings for 1922 in excess of 6 per cent on
its capital stock, exclusive of a special dividend of 20 per cent
declared by the Pennsylvania Co. in December, amounting to
$16,000,000. The Pennsylvania was included among the roads
whose returns did not show any excess earnings based on
claimed valuation in the recent report of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to the Senate.

Another road, the Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac, de-
clares a 100 per cent * dividend obligation,” a form of stock
dividend.

The roads have done the biggest year's business in their his-
tory despite the high rates. Dusiness could pass these costs
on. The farmer could not. He had to suffer. The number of
cars loaded with all commodities other than coal during 1922
was the greatest in railroad history, exceeding by 16 per cent
the total for 1921 and surpassing by 33 per cent that for
1920. This statement is made by the car-service division of
the American Railway Association.

The roads handled 36,265,178 cars of revenue freight other
than coal, compared with 31,347,816 in 1921, and 33,036,022
cars in 1920, hitherto the biggest year's business ever done hy
the railroads.

Loading of agricultural products also was the heaviest on
record. Two million four hundred and sixty-seven thousand
three hundred and fifty-eight cars were léaded with grain and
grain products alone. This is an increase of 7.61 per cent over
1921 and 34 per cent over 1920.

Live-stock loadings for 1922 were 1,637,923 cars, which is
9.42 per cent more than 1921 and 5.44 per cent over 1920.

In shipments of merchandise and miscellaneous freight 1922
established a new record, with a total of 27,143,591 cars. This
is an increase of 3,207,193 cars over 1921 and of 1,619,674 cars
more than 1920.

The five months’ mine strike cut coal tonnage to 93 per cent
of the year before—a good showing for the roads. Their rev-
enue coal shipments totaled 7,448,341 cars for the year. This
effort of the railroads to meet the needs of the country for coal
during the time the autumn grain movement was on cost the
farmer dearly.

Although in normal years freight traffic on railroads shows
a marked decline after October 15, the roads did a record-
breaking business all fall. And for the month of December,
1922, as reported by the car-service division, the loading of all
classes of revenue freight, including coal, was the greatest for
that month in railroad history, and exceeded by nearly 25 per
cent the total for December, 1921. Coal loadings for the
month showed an increase of 462 per cent over December,
1921, while merchandise and miscellaneous freight increased
nearly 14 per cent. This followed the heaviest November traf-
fie in railroad history.

President Storey criticizes my reference to the rapid growth
of the Santa Fe's surplus, saying I did not say “this surplus
was not cash, but had been put into enlargements and into
additional lines of equipment.”

What I did say was that the Santa Fe in 1921 put $4,000,000
more out of that year's earnings info maintenance of the
system and its equipment than was actually spent in operat-
ing the road, and still had earnings after deducting all charges,
taxes, and interest, of 13 per cent on the common stock, I
also said that in seven or eight years the Santa Fe had
trebled its surplus, after regular dividend payments, notwith-
standing its prodigious expenditures for upkeep. For 1922 it
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looks as if the Santa Fe will have put $100,000,000 out of
earnings into upkeep alone, besides paying its dividends and
adding a neat sum to its surplus.

Mr. President, since Mr. Storey is disposed to take exception
to my previous remarks about excessive maintenance ex-
penditures by his road, a splendid system, one of the best
equipped and most efficiently managed railways in the country,
let us examine briefly these maintenance charges. The facts
1 present are taken from the records of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and from the records of the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of Kansas. Mr. Storey nor any
railway advocate or apologist can impugn the record obtained
by these public fact-finding agencies. These commissions have
but two sources of information. These are railroad records
and books of account and the testimony of railway officials.
During the first nine months of 1922 the Santa Fe spent 53.48
per cent of its entire total operating expense on maintenance.
In the like period of the years 1014, 1915, 1916, and 1917 it
spent 47.35 per cent on maintenance. The Santa Fe is and
was at all times during the period under review one of the
best managed and efficiently operated systems in the country.
The conclusion is logical that this increase in maintenance is
a cover for excessive earnings. The Santa Fe frankly says
it has no intention of paying the Government a cent of these
excess profits. It says that the part of the Cummins-Esch Act
which requires such payment is unconstitutional. The pro-
vision of the act which enables the roads to mulet the farmer
and the shipper of excessive toll that make these excess
profits possible is, of course, entirely constitutional—good law,
and above all else good business—for the railroads. These
maintenance figures showing the increase in such charges by
Mr. Storey's road lead to the conclusion that the Santa Fe
is determined to play safe and defeat a possible court deci-
sion upholding the provision of the Cummins-Esch Aect that
requires payment to the Government of half the excess above
the fair-return standard. It plays safe by charging these
excesses to maintenance. In ar illuminating address on Jan-
uary 11 before the Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Clyde
M. Reed, chairman of the Kansas Public Utilities Commission,
discussing the need of reduced transportation charges and par-
ticularly this question of maintenance, confirmed everything
I have claimed as to the increased earnings of the earriers
and the conditions which justify a material reduction in
rates. He said: y

The most prominent example of abnormal and extraordinary, not to
say unreasonable and extravagant, maintenance expenditures among
the western roads was on the Atchison, Topeka & SBanta Fe. During the
first nine months of 1922 the Banta Fe spent 03.48 per cent of the
total operating expenses on maintenance, as compared with 42.82 per
cent during the same period in 1921, and as compared with 47.35
cent during the years 1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917. The Santa Fe has
been for many years a well-managed and well-maintained railroad. The
simple fact is that at this time its earnings are so great that it is
hiding them in every conceivable manner as against the danger of
possible recaf)ture by the Government under the provisions of the Esch-
Cummins bill. The Santa Fe Railway very frankly states that it has
no intention of giving in any portion of its earnlnfs to the Government,
There is no secret made of its intention. It believes and claims that
that provision of the law is unconstitutional. Of course, all of the
rovisions which are in its favor are constitutional. This provision
Ea pens to be in favor of the public, and measures in favor of the
public_are more rrecﬁillently * unconstitutional " than those which are
not, The Santa Fe, however, is taking no chances. When the Goyern-
ment finally gets around to trying out the question of excess earnings
there “ won't be no excess earnings " on the Santa Fe any more than
there was to be a core in the little boy's apple.

This is not a new experience for the Santa Fe Railroad. In 1920 it
charged $11,000,000 more against operating expenses for * mainte
nance” than it spent. The 1920 figures, month by month, as repre-

sented by the SBanta Fe Railroad to the Interstate Commerce Commis-
gion were as follows:

$1, 678, 004
1, 996, 378
2, 743, 980
2, 682, 650
2, 715, 820
2, 700, 185

One has only to look at those figures to understand that somethi
is wrong. When you bear in mind that Aungust, 1920, was tl?lz lnl};%
month of the Government guaranty, and this was not a so-called but
an actual guaranty, the motive of the rallroad becomes apparent,

It may be in accordance with rallroad ethics to make such outrageous
charges under a Government guaranty, but it leaves the impression
upon the average citizen that something is radically wrong.

Some of the roads, Mr. President, are spending so much
for improvements that the charge is made they are “silver
plating” their properties. For instance, the Union Pacific
spent $45,000,000 last year and will spend $20,000,000 this
year for equipment and Improvements alone. This year 27
roads are to spend more than $350,000,000 on these two items.
The New York Central will expend $£83,000,000.

Mr. President, I am not criticizing such expenditures. The
point is simply this, that whether these large earnings are put

LXIV—I179

back into the system or invested in securities or deposited in
cash they are earnings none the lecs, and they are excessive
earnings. If the surplus is invested in * enlargements and
additional lines and equipment,” the surplus then participates
in producing still more earnings.

Not a dollar of these excess earnings above the 6 per cent
fair-return standard, netted by probably 60 railway systems
under the rate clause of the Cummins-Esch law, has been paid
to the Government. This law expressly provides that half of
the excess above 6 per cent must be paid into the Federal
Treasury for the benefit of the weaker roads.

Commenting on that part of my remarks in which I specifi-
cally mentioned a number of roads that were handsomely ex-
ceeding their dividend requirements, the New York Herald says
the roads have not earned even 4 per cent under the so-called
guaranty.

The Herald refers to the earnings of all the roads, which
under the valuation fixed by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission show a net return of 4.05 for the old year. The com-
mission itself says that 40 railroads have reported earnings
in excess of the 6 per cent fair-return standard, and intimates
when actual valuation of all the roads is arrived at the number
may be larger. The commission also says that not one of the
40 big roads, nor a number of the smaller roads whose earn-
ings are in excess of the fair-return standard, have paid any
of this surplus to the Government. This is required by the
law to equalize the returns of the poorer roads.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, FRELINGHUYSEX in the
chair). Does the Senator from Kansas yield to the Senator
from South Carolina? :

Mr. CAPPER. I do.

Mr. SMITH. Has the Senator a tabulation showing the
total mileage of the 40 roads which have earned in excess of
the 6 per cent?

Mr. CAPPER. No; I have not that information, I will
say to the Senator from South Carolina. The Interstate
Commerce Commission submitted to the Senate about two
weeks ago a very interesting report as to the excess earnings
of the railroads and the failure of the carriers, even though
it is three years since that provision of the law bhecame ef-
fective, to make any return to the Government under the fair-
return standard. !

Mr. SMITH. I have not seen the report to which the
Senator refers. Dwoes it give the names of the roads that
have made excess earnings?

Mr. CAPPER. It does. The report has been printed as
a Senate document, and the Senator from South Carolina will
find it exceedingly illuminating upon this subject. v

Mr. SMITH. I am sorry the Senator did not incorporate at
the point where he has discussed the subject the total per
cent of railroad mileage operated by the 40 roads which have
earned in excess of 6 per cent. Those who have the privilege
of reading his remarks naturally will want to know what per
cent of the total railroad mileage in this country was earning
that rate.

Mr. CAPPER. The trouble is the Interstate Commerce
Commission made a report only as to those roads for which
it has completed the valuation figures. The other informa-
tion is still to be obtained. It states, however, that there
are at least 40 roads which have earned in excess of 6 per
cent and have failed to make return to the Government.

Mr. SMITH. I do not recall the exact provision of the
law, and will ask the Senator whether it reguires that the
valuation of the roads shall be completed before the esti-
mate of earnings ghall be made public?

Mr. CAPPER. The law says that the Interstate Commerce
Commission shall take into consideration the valuation fixed
by that body.

Mr. SMITH. I thought, perhaps, that was true, and that
would cause some delay in the case of some roads the valua-
tion of which has not as yet been completed by the commis-
sion. I believe the Senator said that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission indicates that it may appear that other
roads, in addition to the 40 reported, have also exceeded the
6 per cent?

Mr. CAPPER. The report of the commission does indicate
that fact. It is but a partial showing. None the less it serves
conclusively to sustain my contention that freight rates are ex-
cessive and can be reduced in the larger interest of the roads
themselves and the country at large, and the great agricultural
industry in particular. The commission reported only on roads
which it has tentatively valued under the valuation act. Among
these it makes plain that 40 roads have made earnings in excess
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of the fair-return standard. Of these but 12 are class 1 roads.
These 12, according to the commission’s report, show excess
earnings of more than $15,000,000. The really big roads of the
country, Mr. President, are not included in the report. The
amount due the Government will be increased many times when
we get the reports of the big roads, like the Santa Fe, the Bur-
lington, the Union Pacific, and the Lackawanna.

This is a frank confession that the farmers of the great pro-
duetive regions of the United States, taking into consideration
the prices received by them, are heavily overcharged for trans-
portation. It is an admission that the entire agricultural,
prosperity making area of this country is under the blight of
excessive and, in many ecases, prohibitive freight rates. These
regions are compelled to pay this excessive toll to overpaid,
highly prosperous railway systems, so that the much less im-
portant, poorly conducted, or inefliciently managed roads may
be sustained in their inefficiency.

Some few of the smaller roads have paid a paltry $42,000 into
the Treasury under this clause of the act. These payments
came from some of the smaller roads, roads which apparently
are not equipped with legal departments to tell them this part
of the law is unconstitutional. In the main this provision of
the law is openly violated and nothing is done about it.

The repeal of section 15a of the Cummins-Esch Act, says an-
other one of my newspaper critics, would remove the limitation
of railroad profits. We have just seen how this seetion of the
transportation act utterly fails to limit profits and how com-
pletely it works to an exactly opposite end.

Mr. President, the vice of section 15a lies in the fact that it
attempts to provide a fixed return to be earned upon the aggre-
gate value of all railroad properties, good, bad, and indifferent.
Virtually this valuation is based upon the present cost of repro-
ducing the lines. The result is that no matter how worthless a
road may be, it is considered entitled to earn 5% per cent on
what it would now cost to rebuild it. For example, the Atlanta,
Birmingham & Atlantic, now passing through its second re-
ceivership in less than 10 years, can not earn its operating
expenses; but the Interstate Commerce Commission announces
a tentative valuation of $25,000,000 for this road. Under sec-
tion 15a that $25,000,000 is added to the valuation on which
the public must pay a return in the shape of freight rates. This
means that all the southern roads in that rate group are permit-
ted to charge rates based on their own value, plus the $25,000,-
000 valuation put on this worthless road.

This road was built, as many other such roads were built, for
speculation and stock jobbing. So that these worthless roads
may earn what they never have been able to earn and never will
be able to earn, the Interstate Commerce Commission in sev-
eral instances has refused the requests of prosperous roads to
lower their rates.

The rallways are entitled to credit for economies they have
effected during the past year or two, but still further saving
can be made. Reports to the Interstate Commerce Commission
show that five railroad executives are receiving a combined
salary of $424,670, or an average of $84,934 each per year. 1
believe these salaries are too high.

Depriving the State railway commissions of virtually all
control over State rates has led to increasing State rates which
already were giving a State’s carriers an ample return to a
higher figure, so that they might earn dividends for several
lame-duck, stock-jobbed roads in another State.

In most instances these “ lame-duck ” roads are notorious for
their finaneial failure. In some cases they were originally built
to serve some mining or lumbering areas, 'and the mines have
been worked out and the regions denuded of saw timber, and the
traflic now originating in the territory served is inadequate to
provide profitable operation of the roads. To care for these
roads the rest of the counfry must endure rate extortion. Then,
as we have seen, these strong, profitable carriers refuse to give
any part of these surplus earnings to the Government for the
support of these *lame-duck " roads.

This rate-making farce is proving costly to the country. It
places an embargo on free movement of the products of the
Nation's greatest producing industry. Thousands wpon thou-
gands of acres of crops have rotted, instead of being added to
and increasing the country’s prosperity. Neither ean an In-
terstate Commerce Commission immured in Washington, and
completely out of touch with State and local conditions, by any
possibility act promptly or fairly on the innumerable rate prob-
lems constantly arising in 48 States. It is swamped with work
at this moment, with no possibility of adjudicating a hundredth
part of the transportation questions eontinually arising.

Mr. President, section 15a of the Commins-Esch Act has
proved a dangerous and impossible makeshift. The sooner we
repeal it and give State railroad commissions more control over

intrastate rates and coordinate power to adjust such rates
fairly, the better it will be for the roads and for the country.
It will end most of these excessive rates and make possible the
return of prosperity.

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 4287) to provide credit facilities for
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States;
to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the Federal
reserve act; and for other purposes.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendment will be stated.

The Reapixe Crerk. On page 7, line 20, after the word
“inereased,” it is proposed to strike out “by an amount not
to exceed $5,000000"; and on page 8, line 2, after the word
“ capital,” it is proposed to insert the following:

Provided, That the subscri
bhalf of the United States ah%tlllonast i:I?o s;l;;.;llle afxdclz::anﬁ ctfitrgt:lgg?':gnb?a'
to all said banks $60,000,000, and no farm-loan bank shall receive
an Increase in capital of more than $10,000,000,

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President, the purpose sought to be
accomplished by this amendment is this:

Under the pending bill, $5,000,000 capital is required for
each bank. That is made imperative. Then there is an addi-
tional fund of $5,000,000 which under certain conditions can be
subscribed to its ecapital stock. That additional $5,000,000
will not be needed in some sections. I doubt whether in four
or five of the sections the increase will be asked for. This
amendment is to allow the money to be subscribed in the
sections of the country where it is needed for agricultural
purposes, and the amendment would permit the banks in some
of the districts in the agricultural sections of the West and
South to have a capital stock of $15,000,000 out of this fund.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator provides in his
amendment that out of this practical reserve fund, as we
may call it, a bank, instead of having a maximum of $10,000,000
capital stock, as the law now provides, may in an emergency
go as high as $15,000,0007

Mr. SWANSON. That is correct. I understand that the
junior Senator from Wisconsin is willing to accept the amend-

ment,

Mr. LENROOT. Yes, Mr. President. As I understand the
amendment, it leaves the maximum increased snbscription ex-
actly as it is in the bill; but under the bill no single bank
could receive an increase of more than $5,000,000. The effect
of this amendment is to make the total possible capitalization
of a land bank $15,000,000, in the discretion of the Farm Loan
Board and the President of the United States; but in no
event can the total subscription exceed the amount now named
in the bill

Mr. SWANSON. That is true.
amendment.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, did the Senator from Wisconsin
exactly state the case?

Mr. LENROOT. As I understood it, T have. If I have been
misinformed, I may not have done so.

Mr. GLASS. As I understand, the bill.as reported authorizes
an increase in the capital of these divisions of the land banks
aggregating $60,000,000, which is apportioned in the bill $5,000,-
000 to each bank. The amendment proposed by my colleague
is designed to mobilize the entire $60,000,000, so that as much
as $10,000,000 in addition to the original capital may be ap-
portioned to any one of these banks which requires that fund
for its purposes.

Mr. LENROOT. That is true; but the entire $60,000,000 ad-
ditional does not need to be subscribed at all.

Mr. GLASS. No. It may be, for example, that a land bank
at Springfield, Mass,, would not need a dollar of the fund, and
that a land bank somewhere else in the agricultural districts
of the country would need, say, $10,000,000 additional; so that
the bank where the need is greatest might get this 10,000,000
in addition to its $5,000,000 of capital, making $15,000,000.

Mr. LENROOT. So I understand it. That is the way I
thought I stated it.

Mr. SWANSON. That is what the amendment accomplisies.
T understand that the Senator acecepts it.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I have no objection to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreéing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I shall not ask for a vote on

That is the purpose of the

these amendments this afternoon; but I offer the amendments
which I send to the desk, one to the present Federal reserva
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act, to be incorporated in this bill—it is an amendment to this
bill, and the place is indicated—and also an amendment to the
text of the present bill, in the last paragraph. I ask that they
be printed and lie on the table, because I want to take them up,
if possible, when we come to vote on the amendments, as I pre-
sume we will do to-morrow, and repeat what I said in my talk
of yesterday. I think it is a mere gesture to talk about nine
months, because, if it is necessary to have a pole 10 feet long
to knock down a persimmon, an 8-foot pole is just as ineffectual
as a 1-foot pole would be. If you do not get the persimmon,
you have no use for the pole.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be printed
and lie on the table.

WAR DEBT OF GREAT BRITAIN TO THE UNITED STATES.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this morning for the first
time, I believe, an exact statement was published as to the
proposed terms of the debt-funding transaction:

First. Interest on the debt from the time the loans were
made in 1917 up to the present time to be reduced from 5 to
41 per cent, the minimum rate prescribed under the debt-
funding act.

Second. Interest on the principal and accrued interest due
at this time for the first 10 years shall be 3 per cent and there-
after 34 per cent until the debt is liguidated.

Third. Interest shall be paid each year as it acerues on the
full amount of the debt remaining due.

Fourth. Annual payments shall be made on the prineipal,
beginning at $20,000,000 to $25,000,000 a year and increasing
in amount every three to five years, so that the entire debt will
be liguidated in 60 years.

Mr. President, assuming that this debt is $4,700,000,000, as is
commonly reported—and it is about that amount—it will be
remembered that we now hold obligations of Great Britain
for the entire indebtedness, bearing 5 per cent interest. Mr.
Baldwin on his return home said that this was a double-riveted
obligation, or words te that effect, The interest on that at 5
per cent, by a simple calculation, is $235,000,000 per year. The
Congress has already made a proposition—and, by the way, it
is the only proposition that has been made or could be made—
permitting its reduction from 5 per cent to 4} per cent, which
is giving to Great Britain $35,250,000 a. year, assuming the
debt to run without payments on account of the prinecipal.

That is absolutely right and fair, because in our original
confract with Great Dritain we agreed that the interest rate
to he ¢harged Great Britain would be exaetly the same interest
rate this Government had to pay for the money it borrowed;
and of course no fault can be found with reducing it to 4} per
cent, the average amount we have to pay. Congress has done
that, and this is the only proposal Congress has made.

I now call attention to the fact that the yearly interest rate
on the entire indebtedness, at 4} per cent, is $199,750,000 per
year. At 34 per cent, after the 10 years, it amounts to $164,-
500,000 a year. Assuming that the principal debt runs along,
therefore, we will be taxing the American people, after 10
years, $35,250,000 a year for the benefit of Great Britain if
this proposal goes through. For the first 10 years, when the
debt bears only 3 per cent, it brings $141,000,000, and therefore
we are taxing the American people during the first 10 years
the sum of $58,750,000 a year for the benefit of Great Britain.
In other words, we are to-day paying, on this identical indebted-
ness, $199,750,000, and during the first 10 years we will receive
from Great Britain only $141,000,000 per year on it, a difference
of $58,750,000 per year against the United States.

I want to know whether we, as representatives of the Amerl-
can people, have the right to give this bonus, to give this annual
subsidy, to Great Britain, assuming that the prinecipal is not
paid—and anyone can see that the proposal in that regard is
exceedingly indefinite—and whether we ought to tax the Ameri-
can people to the extent of $58,750,000 a year for the next 10
years for that purpose. Then I want to know whether we ought
to tax the American people after that time to the extent of
$£35,250,000 a year for the remaining 52 years for the benefit of
Great Britain, and especially when we now have a contract with
them providing for .5 per cent interest and when we agreed in
the act under which we borrowed this money that Great Britain
should pay an average of 4} per cent interest, that being the
average rate at which we borrowed. I am assuming all along
that the prinecipal debt will not be paid in the meantime.

There is a suggestion in the fourth paragraph of this pro-
posed settlement that some of the principal will be paid as time
goes on; but assuming that none is paid and that the bonds run
62 years, we will be taxing the American people during that
entire period in these enormous sums—$58,750,000 a year for
the first 10 years, and thereafter $35,250,000 a year for the

remainder of the period—in order to make up the difference
between what we pay and what is received from Great Britain.
Of course, if payments are made on the principal, the interest
payments will be proportionately reduced.

We went to war and won our independence on taxation far
less onerous than that. We are not represented in the British
Parliament, but under this agreement we are indirectly allow-
ing the British Government to tax the American people in these
enormous sums yearly, and I say taxing them, because every-
bedy knows that the obligations we hold from Great Britain
to-day are absolutely good. They are as good as wheat, as good
as any nation’s obligation. British bonds are selling around
par, and there is no reason why this debt can not be collected
in the future, and it will be collected.

As I said before, I have no desire whatever that we should
collect any greater rate than that we originally agreed to charge
Great Britain for the money. In the act of Congress under
which we loaned the money to her we agreed that we would not
ask more than we had to pay for it ourselves. Surely she can
not object to that. We have been liberal with her in reducing
it $35.350,000 a year, namely, from 5 per cent to 4} per cent,
even after she has given us 5 per cent paper. Some say she is
not able to pay it. Of course, we all know she is. Some say
that this is a good settlement. If she is going to back out of
a 5 per cent interest rate, and if she is not willing to pay 4}
per cent, how do we know she is going to pay the 3 per cent
when the time rolls around, or 3% per cent? If she repudiates
a part of it, do we not know that if she has an opportunity
she will repudiate more than that? I do not believe she will
repudiate any of it,

It is said over in Great Britain that our commission made
this proposition. Our commission had no such authority.
They went into that conference under terms of an act of Con-
gress. They knew exactly that they had to remain within
those terms in order to reach a settlement, and they had no
authority to make such a proposition as this, and no authority
but this Congress has the right to make any proposition. The
only proposition that has been made to Great Britain is the
proposition made by Congress itself, and that is to fix the rate
of interest at 4} per cent, just exactly what we pay for the
money.

Mr., LENROOT. I do not want to enter into a discussion
of that proposition, whatever it may be, although I think the
Senator will find that the commission has never made any
proposition—— -

Mr. McKELLAR. I sincerely hope our commission did not
make that proposition. As the Senator knows, I have been try-
ing day after day to get a statement from the commission as
to what they have done. If they have not made this proposi-
tion, they ought to tell the American people that they have not
made it. I hope they have not made it. They should not have
made it. My judgment is that it came from Great Britain,
But the American people have a right to know. Our five com-
missioners are not dumb men. They are all able to express
themselves, They all know what took place there, and I think
they ought to come forward and give us the facts about it,
There has been too much secrecy in the negotiations.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator of course knows
that nothing can be done without action by Congress.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course.

Mr. LENROOT. And the Senator of course knows that when
the matter comes to Congress full information will come with
it, and does not the Senator think that will be the time to
discuss that part of it?

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I do not for this reason: That propa-
ganda is being spread around now; propaganda went out from
this eity last night that the Congress was going to agree to
this proposed settlement. I do not know whether the Congress
Is going to agree to this proposed settlement or not. I think
It will be some time before this Congress will agree to any
such settlement.

Mr. LENROOT. That was not what I wished to interrupt
for. I wanted to ask the Senator whether he would make the
same demands upon France and upon Belgium and upon the
other countries of Europe?

Mr. McKELLAR. Indeed, I think the settlements ought to
be precisely the same for all nations borrowing from us.

Mr, LENROOT. How does the Senafor propose to enforce
the collection of the claims against those countries?

Mr. McKELLAR. We can not enforce collection, but Great
Britain will certainly pay.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator say that because he
thinks Great Britain is more honorable than the other nations?

Mr. McKELLAR. No: Great Britaln is able to pay now,
and has so stated time and again.
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Mr. LENROOT. Then does the Senator think that neither
France nor any other country is able to pay anything?

Mr. McKELLAR. I am inclined to think they are able to
pay and will pay. I make no distinction between our former
allies. We ought to make exactly the same terms with France
and Belgium and the other countries that we make with
Great Britain; but the indebtedness of Great Britain is more
important, because the settlement is imminent as between us
and Great DBritain, and in addition to that, Great Britain is
now paying the interest on her indebtedness.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator then take the position,
with reference to the other countries of Europe, that he would
prefer to make a demand of 4% per cent and get nothing or
adjust the difference and get money?

Mr. McKELLAR. There is no question about that at all, for
the reason that their obligations to us now bear 5 per cent, and
they are paying it.

Mr, LENROOT. What countries are paying 5 per cent?

Mr. McKELLAR. Great Britain.

Mr, LENROOT, What other countries?

Mr. McKELLAR. None; but it does not make any difference
about the settlements of the others; Great Britain is paying
hers,

Mr. LENROOT. Then, the Senator thinks no other countries
can pay anything?

Mr, McCKELLAR. T imagine that other countries can do it.

Mr. LENROOT. Why are they not doing it?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know. The Senator is just as
able to explain that as I am, I do not know whether they have
been requested. I understand our present administration, of
which the Senator is part, has never made a request on any
other Government for payment,

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator well understands that it was
the previous administration which gave them three years' time
without the payment of any interest, does he not?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know that. That has been a mat-
ter in dispute, and I do not know whether it is so or not. It
sghould not have done it if it did. I will join the Senator on
that proposition. In this connection, I want to read a state-
ment that has just been given out, so the newspaper men tell
me, by the British Embassy. I read it as it was handed to me:

The British Embassy requests publicity for the following statement
with regard to the interview reported in the press as baving been
§rm1ted by Mr. Stanley Baldwin, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, at

outhampton on his arrival there last week:

Telegraphic inquiries made by this embassy in London show * that
Mr. B_g,ldwln did not grant any interview to any representative of the
prﬁ%n arrival he was surrounded, however, by ten or a dozen report-
ers, who asked innumerable questions, to some of which Mr, Baldwin
replied informally. The impression which his answers created in the
mind of the editor of an important London daily newspaper is indicated
by the following editorial comment:

“+The Chancellor of the Exchequer has made a statement to the
press about his debt-funding mission to the United States. We do not
disagree with his argument, nlthouﬁh it makes him look more like an
American emissary than a British chancellor. If he would do as much
to explain the British position to America as he is doing to explain
the A:::gricnn position to Britain bhe might then be a useful public
“w%‘%é remarks attributed to Mr. Baldwin in certain organs of the
American press—ithat the debt had got on the nerves of the American

ple and that Congress would not be willing to eat its own legisla-

jon—are without discoverable foundation.

“Mr. Baldwin neither criticized nor as?lemed any section of the
American people. On the contrary, he sought to express his great ap-
preciation of the kindness and courtesy which were extended to him
throughout his recent visit to this country.”

I have read the statement. If any public man talks to news-
paper reporters on one of the most important subjects in all the
world to-day and does not know that he is giving out a state-
ment, that man needs psychiatric attention. I see no difference
between giving out a statement calling Americans of the West
“hog raisers” and “ignorant of international debt questions,”
and calling all western Senators “ politicians,” and saying the
same thing informally. It is worse to say it informally, because
it conveys just what the speaker really thinks. No doubt now
Mr. Baldwin wishes he had given out a *“ statement,” and in
such “statement” concealed his real views. The explanation
merely emphasizes the original statement given out by Mr.
Baldwin, So much for that.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I was going to ask the Senator earlier
in his remarks whether he understood that the average rate
of interest to be paid on the United States debt would be 4}
per cent until the maturity of the debt.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is, as fixed by Congress?

-

Mr, WADSWORTH. No: will the average rate of interest
paid on the bonds of the American Government run about 4}
per cent for the entire period?

Mr, McKELLAR. The Senator wants to know whether, in
future funding transactions, it may not be possible for the
American Government to fund its present obligations, which
average 4} per cent, at a lower rate of interest. 1s that the
question?

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was one of the first questions T
had to ask,

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to say this in answer to that:
That if we are able to do it, we should at the same time, in
the same measure, reduce the rate of interest on the British
obligations. We ought to be absolutely fair to our British
friends. We ought to see to it that they get the money on
exactly the same terms the American Government gets it,
and I for one would be willing to have a provision in the
contract to the effect that whenever at any time this Govern-
ment is enabled to fund its bonds at a lower rate of interest,
the British Government should have the advantage of that
lower rate of interest on the bonds given us.

I am glad the Senator asked the question, because I had
intended to say that in the course of what I have had to say
this afternoon about the matter.

Mr. WADSWORTH., May I ask the Senator another ques-
tion?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1Is our average rate of interest to-day
4} per cent?

Mr. McKELLAR. I only say that I have had it so stated
to me by a number of men in whom I have great confidence.
My distinct recollection is that the Senator from Utah [Mr,
Samoor], who is an expert in such matters, told me that the
average rate of interest was 4} per cent and that was the
reason why it was fixed at that amount in the act.

Mr, LENROOT. The Senator from Virginia [Mr., Grass]
could no doubt tell us.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have not given the matter my per-
sonal attention, but my recollection is that a very large part
of the bonded indebtedness of the United States Government
brings 3% per cent interest, and how the general average could
be 4} per cent passes my comprehension.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will remember that nearly
a billion dollars of the $4,700,000,000 was loaned to Great
Britain after the war was over. It came in part from Vie-
tory bonds, as I recall. I think they have been refunded
now, but taking the entire bonded debt from which we se-
cured the money, part of it was gotten at 3% per cent, part
at 83 per cent, part at 4 per cent, part at 4} per cent, I think
a part at 43 per cent, and a part at 4§ per cent. I think some
of the Vietory obligations were even as high as 4 per cent.
I will not be positive about it, but I am positive about the
fact that the bonded indebtedness caused by the war ran from
31 per cent minimum to 4% per cent maximum.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not mean to interrupt the Senator
unduly; but I think he will have to revise his figures on the
average rate of interest, and they will be revised downward.

Mr. McKELLAR. If that is correct, Great Britain ought to
have the advantage of it. She ought not to be charged one soun
more than the amount which the money costs the American
people. But my proposition is that the American people ought
not to be taxed an additional sum to pay the difference between
the rates that we have to pay and that which Great Britain has
t % .
ohrl)?.yl ONES of New Mexico. Mr. President

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator for a question, but
I am anxious to get through.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I have no question to ask. I
simply wanted to state my recollection of the rate of interest
which our obligations bear.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be very glad fo have the Senator
doit. I have notlookeditup. I am taking the newspaper state-
ments made about it and the statement made to me by the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who is very accurate about
such matters. :

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The first liberty bonds is-
sued were tax exempt and they were floated at 834 per cent.
The next Liberty loan bore 4} per cent with the privilege that
if the Govermment should at a subsequent period issue bonds
bearing a higher rate of interest, the purchasers of the sec-
ond Liberty loan should have the right to exchange them, and
most of the second Liberty loan bonds have been exchanged for
4} per cent bonds. I think there is no doubt that the rate
of interest may well be said to be not less than 4} per cent




1923,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2825

now, with the exception of the first Liberty loan, which is
tax exempt and which bears 3% per cent.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite confidlent in my own mind
that the Senator from New Mexico is correct about it. But
it is easily ascertainable and whatever the amount may be,
whether it is 4 or less than 4 or more than 4 per cent, we
ought to see to it that Great Britain pays us no more and no
less than the amount the American Government had to pay.

Lest we forget, Mr. President, I want to quote from a re-
cent pelitical work written by a newspaper reporter here in
Washington, by the name of Arthur Wallace Dunn. The book
is in two wvolumes and is called “ From Harrison to Hard-
ing” Mr. Dunn is evidently a Republican, and he writes
from the Republican viewpoint, but it is a mest delightful
and entertaining book. If Senators have not read it, I sug-
zest to them that they will pass some very pleasant and
profitable hours if they will read Mr. Dumn’s book in con-
nection with the history of the recent affairs in this country.
They will hardly be able to lay it down after they have started
to read it.

I want to quote from pages 277 to 279 of Mr. Dunn’s book
very briefly, reflecting light on the particular subject as to
whether we are doing the right thing by Great Britain:

About the middle of June, 1915—

Wrote Mr. Dunn—
our people learned that Great PBritain was rifling our mails and that
our commerce had been detained. We had been rvestricted from
dealing with neutral countries in moncontraband articles. By orders
in councll Great BEritain was making or unmaking international law
as best suited her designs. Goods which United States merchants
were not permitted to deliver in Holland, Sweden, and Denmark were
sen::] tﬂ:om Great PBritain, and British merchants were making large

TOnLs,
= Besides rifling our mails Great Britain had been making use of
our flag, hoisting it over merchant ships in order to deceive enemy
ships and thus esc capture or destruction, The seizure of American
ships and their detention, while mails, not eonly te Germany but
neutral nations as well, were opened and their contents disclosed
became a regulur practice. American merchants began to complain
that their trade secrets were thus obtained and that their customers
were being taken away and turned over to British merchants, By Jul
. 18, 1915, it was shown that more than 2,000 American ships ha
been seized and taken into British ports.

Notes of protest were sent on several occasions, but in every cage,
whether concerning the seizure of ships or concerning the mails,
Great Britain rejected the demands of the United States and main-
tained that all her acts were a war necessity,

* Dollar chasers.”

Just like they are now hissing the American flag in the
theaters in Londen, just like they are now calling Americans
“money sharks"” because we are not willing to reduce the rate
of interest to less than Great Britain has ever paid in her his-
tory and less than was ever paid in the history of any nation
in the time of war.

Dollar chasers was what Americans were called in the British and
Canadian press, because ebjection was made to the interferemce with
the peutral rights of Amerlcan citigens engaged In legitimate com-
merce, Every act which was against Germany was loudly applauded
and every demand upon England was denouneced,

By the middle of September American cargoes valued at $15,000,000
had been conflscated. Meanwhile Great BEritain was successfully float-

ing a Joan in this country and ralsing $500,000,000 to pay for t war |

81| &I!m furnished by eitizens of the United States.

e manner in which Great Britain outraged our commereial rights '

She stopped our ships and confiscated their cargoes;
ghe blacklisted our business men and arrogantly supervised our trade
with the world, particularly in South Ameriea. Altogether it seemed
that our grievances against Great Britnin were almost as great as

agnlnst Germany, but while the English captured and confiscated

was notorious,

American property the Germans destroyed not only American property

but also American lives.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Dees the Senator believe all that?
The Senator has advised other Senators to read the beok. It
all has a very familiar tone. It is the exact language and the
exact kind of sermon that was preached te the United States
by every pro-German.
wias hashed out time and time again.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator deny that Great Britain
did any such thing?

Mr. WADSWORTH. To no such extent as described in that
book.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator deny that Great Britain
took thousands of our ships?

Mr. WADSWORTH. To no such extent as described in that
book. The confiscation did not oecur.

Mr., McKELLAR. I am giving what is in the book.

AMr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is giving what the man
Dunn said, and that is an old story.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is a historieal volume. Of course, I do
not vouch for its accuracy. I merely submit it to the Senate.

It is the same old story. The thing

Mr. WADSWORTH. I advise Mr. Dunn and the Senator
from Tennessee to read the letters of Mr. Page, late ambassa-
dor to London, on that very peint.

Mr. McKELLAR. It looks sometimes as if when our am-
bassadors get to London they rapidly become more British than
they are American. I refer especially to the present ambassa-
dor. I think his views are to-day largely more British than
they are American.

Mr. GLASS. May I Inquire of the Senator from Tennessee
whether he is under the impression that Great Britain is going
to repudiate her indebtedness to the United States?

Mr. MCKELLAR. I have not the slightest idea Great Brit-
ain will repudiate her debt. What I am asking is that the
American Congress shall not tax the American people to pay a
portion of the interest on the debt of Great Britain.

Mr. GLASS. If the American Congress should conclude to
do that, which I o not think the American Congress will do,
does that form any basis for a rather severe, if not savage,
attack upon Great Britain?

Mr, McKELLAR. I say that when it comes to the state-
ments that are being publicly made that this Congress is going
to ratify before the 4th of March, without preper deliberation
and consideration, as it seems to me, a proposal that we do
not yet know whence it came or whether it came from Great
Britain or from our own commission, a proposal wholly be-
yond the proposal that was made by Congress by act duly
passed—when I see statements like that coming out in the
press of the country, propaganda everywhere that the American
people ought to tax themselves somewhere between $35,000,000
and 68,000,000 a year rather indefinitely to pay difference in
interest charged, 1 think it is time for somebody to speak up
for American rights.

Mr. GLASS. If the Oongress should do that, and any criti-

cism might properly lie against that process, it seems to me

the criticism should be directed at Congress and not against
Great Britain. -

Mr., McKELLAR. Congress has not yet done that thing.

Mr. GLASS. Therefore, I wonder why the Senator should
make a savage attack on Great Britain.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have made no savage attack on Great
Britain. I have spoken about this matter for the reason that
the emissary from Great Britain to this country has made a
most savage attack upon this body and the Members of it.

Mr. GLASS, 1 do not so constrme what he said. I think
what he said might have been more diplomatically said, but
I do neot think it might have been more truthfully said.

Mr. McKELLAR, It was very much more savage than any-
thing I have said. What I have said is backed up by reports
given to the press from time to time and by what we all know
to be the facts. I believe Baldwin's statement wholly in-
correct,

Mr. GLASS. When it comes to casting up aceounts and con-
trasting matters of indebtedness, I feel that there is a good
deal to be said on the other side of the guestion. I had two
boys on the firing lines in France, and I can not exactly re-
press a feeling of indebtedness to Great Britain that she
buried about 1,500,000 of her sons to save the lives of my
boys and other American boys. In short, the British fought
three years for civilization before we took our place beside
ithem in identically the same cause.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Of course, the Senator has in-
formed himself on the transaction, Dees he know whether the
present rate of interest, which is 5 per cent, as I believe he
stated, is added to the principal in the megotiations?

Mr. McKELLAR. My understanding is that the accrmed
interest is to be calculated and added at the rate of 4} per
cent in the proposal.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Under the present obligation?

Mr. McKELLAR. No; instead of the present obligation,
which bears 5 per cent. They are going to calculate the
present principal with interest at 4} per cent up to the date
of settlement and add that to the principal.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator understands, dees he
not, that this, of course, would be subject to the approval of
Clongress?

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Congress will have the final say?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and that is exactly why I am draw-
ing it to the attention of Congress now. I do not think that
Congress ought to permit the proposed settlement or any settle-
ment such as we have understood would be made to be effected.
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Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, It is to be brought before Con-
gress for final settlement in proper manner, is it not?

‘Mr. McKELLAR. I suppose so. The Senator from New
Jersey may be on the inside and he can give us some infor-
mation,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not on the inside.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Debt Funding Commission has been
in existence for some time; it has been engaged in attempting
to fund this indebtedness for some time. I have tried In
every way possible to get some expression from the commission
as to what has been going on, but they have made no statement.
So I do not know what the commission has done. The only
news that we get about the settlement comes from London,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, I am not on the inside; but the
Senator from Tennessee professes to know all about this trans-
action. He has stated that England intends to repudiate some
part of her debt. Does the Senator believe that England in
the proposition submitted intends to repudiate or has repudi-
ated any of her just debts? She has honorably come here try-
ing to settle them.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, Mr. President, the Senator misunder-
stood me entirely. He did not hear me say anything of the
kind.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator did not say that?

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course I did not say anything of the
kind.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN,
for’'s denial.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from New Jersey is merely
mistaken about my having said anything of the kind. I said
that I believed Great Britain would settle her indebtedness,
She is a debt-paying nation; she can not continue to be the
great nation she is unless she continues to pay her debts, and
she will pay them. I have, however, said that Congress has
already, of its own motion, remitted three-fourths of 1 per
cent from the obligations which we held—§35,250,000 a year on
the debt as it stands.

Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN. I think if the Senator from Ten-
nessee will review what he has said he will find that he did
state that England would repudiate her just indebtedness, or
was trying to do so.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, if I said that, I must have been
dreaming, and I am not dreaming about this matter. If I find
I have made such a statement I certainly shall make the vor-
rection, and I will let the Senator know about it, because I
never intended to make any such statement.

1 have since examined the stenographer’'s report and find 1
made no such statement. Indeed, I said exactly the contrary.

I do not believe that Great Britain intends to repudiate her
indebtedness, but I think she is trying to make the best trade
possible, and if she can get the American Congress to assume
a part of her obligations and to devote the sum of $58,750,000
a year for 10 years and $35,250,000 a year for 52 years to aid
her in paying off her indebtedness, of course she is going to do
it. It would be to her interest to do it, for she wants to make
the best trade she can.

Mr, GLASS, Mr, President, does the Senator from Tennes-
see think it would be exactly fair savagely to assail Great
Britain if the Congress should do that? What evil thing has
Great Britain done to provoke this bitter criticism? She has
not sought to escape the payment of a dollar of her honorable
indebtedness to this Nation. She has held her head high in
peace, just as she carried her arms gallantly in triumph in
war. I do not appreciate or relish these constant attacks upon
the people who were in concert with us against a common
enemy.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, I am sorry that the Senator
ecan not relish them, but that is not my fault, one way or the
other. What I am trying to do is to give the American
view of it.

Mr. GLASS. As I think, Mr, President, the Senator is not
giving the American view of it.

Mr. McKELLAR, I think I am,
other view than the American view.

Mr. GLASS. I think the Senator is presenting a view that is
hostile to the people with whom we fought the war in concert.

Mr. McKELLAR., Oh, Mr. President, remarks like that are
unworthy of the Senator from Virginla.

Mr, GLASS. The Senator is savagely assailing Great Britain
merely because he apprehends that the Congress of the United
States may cancel a part of the interest charge against that
nation, Great Britain is no suppliant; she has not asked Con-

I am very glad to hear the Sena-

I know I am. I know no

gress to cancel anything. Great Britain is going to pay her in-
debtedness in dollars, just as she paid her obligation in blood

for the cause which we assume at one time to be our cause, but
which now we seem to have forgotten,

Mr. McKELLAR. No; we have not forgotten anything of the
kind. Of course, it is unworthy of the Senator from Virginia to
talk about my expressions being pro-German or my being pro-
German. The Senafor knows that I have no pro-German feeling
of any kind and never have had. The Senator understands that,
I am sure, and I regret that he was willing to make any such
statement,

Mr, GLASS, Of course, T know the Senator from Tennessee
has not been pro-German; the more am I distressed that he
now has been betrayed into unfriendly criticism of our former
ally In the war. What has Great Britain done to invite this
sort of comment?

Mr. McKELLAR. Great Britain has sent a commission——

Mr, GLASS. F'rom the first she has stated her purpose to
pay her indebtedness to the United States. Of course, she has
sent a commission here to make as reasonable terms as may
be made. Is there any offense in that? The commission came
at our invitation, And Is the Senator golng to blame Britain
if the Congress of the United States shall make terms more
reaso:?lable than the Senator from Tennessee thinks ought to be
made

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator a question.

Mr. GLASS. It seems to me the criticism ought to be di-
rected against the Congress of the United States and not
against Great Britain,

Mr, McKELLAR, Let me ask the Senator this question:
Under the Senator’s administration of the Treasury Depart-
ment, did he not take the obligations of Great Britain at 5
per cent?

Mr. GLASS. Oh, yes.

Mr., McKELLAR. Do not the very obligations which the
Senator as Secretary of the Treasury took measure the indebt-
edness of Great Britain to us?

Now, when she sends a commission over to us to secure
better terms than those which her obligations already allow,
why is not that seeking to get out of paying in part her in-
debtedness to this country?

Mr, GLASS. As o matter of fact, Mr. President, the moral
obligation of Great Britain to this country under the text of
the Liberty loan acts was to pay us no higher rate of in-
terest than the charge at which we floated our indebtedness
from the proceeds of which we made this loan; and the Sena-
tor himself has said that the Congress of the United States
has reduced that rate from 5 to 44 per cent.

Mr. McKELLAR, In absolute accord with the act of Con-
gress under which this money was borrowed, and that is all
I maintain—TI want a settlement under these acts of Congress.

Mr. GLASS. If the Senator—

Mr, McKELLAR. Just a moment. I maintain that that is
the measure of the obligation of Great Britain to us, and that
if Great Britain asks for a different measurement now she
is asking to repudiate in part the interest which she has al-
ready agreed to pay and for which we hold her obligations.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, Great Britain is not propos-
ing to repudiate one farthing of her indebtedness to the United
States, Great Britain, following the example of the United
States, designated a commission fo take these matters under
advisement and to reach terms of adjustment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Within certain limitations but, accord-
ing to reports from London, our commission have disregarded
the limitations that were fixed by Congress.

Mr. GLASS. Then why does not the Senator assail our com-
mission instead of assailing Great Britain. The Senator has
revived all the pre-war bitterness by putting in the Recorp the
very pro-German stuff that was disseminated in this country to
keep us from going in on the side of Britain and France and
Belgium. He is reviving the talk about the * ravages of our
commerce on the seas' and the interruption by Great Britain
of our business activities with central Europe.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and I know our commerce was rav-
aged. Everybody knows it was done. No one can deny it.

Mr. GLASS. What has that got to do with the debt question
any more than the fact that our commerce was also ravaged by
Germany and our women and children drowned in the seas?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. In regard to England's seizure of
contraband vessels, I happen to know something about it; I
have some familiarity with marine insurance, and I merely
wish to say that wherever England seized vessels as contraband
or interfered with commerce she took those vessels into the
admiralty courts; the cases were duly tried, and England, I
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know, has been extremely fair in her settlement where she did
xll;t seize the vessels in accord with international and admiralty

W.

“Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; but she never thought that she was
doing anything that was wot in accord with international and
admiralty law. She abseclutely disregarded our rights on the
seas.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator why it is that he condemns so severely the nation
that offers to adjust and pay its indebtedness and has no word
of condemnation for other nations that have like obligations
and that neither offer to settle or to pay?

Mr. McKELLAR. It ought to be obvious to anybedy in the
world. This is the only settlement just now before the
American people or before the Congress. When we come to
other settlements, then they may be discussed. When the
Senator’s administration brings before us other settlements,
as it ought to do, then we will discuss those settlements.

Mr. LENROOT. Then, weuld the Senator be content, in the
case of England, if she paid nothing and remained silent?
Would he have no word of eriticism then? Why does he not
eriticize those nations that have paid nothing?

Mr. McKELLAR, On the contrary, the Semator knows that
ever since 1919 I have been vigorously and actively seeking
to get some settlement with the foreign governments that owe
us money. It is no new thing with me. I am just as much
in favor of eollecting the indebtedness: due us from other na-
tions as I am of collecting from Great Britain. They owe us
money, and they ought to fund it according to the terms of
Congress to pay the interest. The only difference is that the
question of the British indebtedness is now before the Ameri-
can people and bhefore the American Congress. Whenever a
proposed settlement of the indebtedness of other nations comes
before us, that will be discussed, too.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator condemns a nation because
they offer to settle and pay, but the Senator has no word
of condemnation of a nation that does not offer to pay a dollar
on a just debt.

Mr. McKELLAR, The Republican administration announced
a day or two ago that they had not asked and would not ask
the other nations to pay a dollar at the present time.

Mr. LENROOT. In view of the Senator’s attitude, I should
like to ask him another question.

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. An amendment is pending, and more of
them will be offered, to the bill now under consideration ex-
tending further credits to foreign governments—'n one ease, a
maximum of $250,000,000 for the purchase of cotton and other
agricultural products. In view of the Senator’s attitude, I as-
sume he is against all of those measures,

Mr. McKELLAR. I am against them, absolutely.

Mr., LENROOT. T am glad to know that.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, not
only are there measures pending here proposing to loan $250,-
000,000 to various nations but there is a bill pending, upon
which a hearing is being seriously had, to loan, not Great
Britain or France or Italy, whose troops fought with our troops
in the war, but to loan to Germany $1,000,000,000 of the tax-
payers’ money of the United States.

Mr. McKELLEAR. Yes; and I am just as much opposed to
that, and more so, than T am opposed to any of the others.
I am opposed to lending any more money to Europe. It is high
time they were paying back what they borrowed, and thus help
relieve us of our heavy burden of taxation.

Mr. GLLASS. Nobody has heard the Senator get up here and
say anything unkind about Germany when it is preposed to
loan her $1,000,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator probably has not been in the
Chamber, for it has been only a very short time since I got up
here and made a very severe criticism about the failure of
Germany to pay the charges for maintaining our troeps over
there as she agreed to do. I have brought tbat question up
on the floor time and time again. I can net help it if the
Senator from Virginia has not been present and has not heard
what I said.

Mr. GLASS. Oh, well, if the Senator from Virginia was
not present he was occupied with more serious matters some-
where else.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite sure of that.

Mr. GLASS. He was transacting the business of the Senate
in committee.

Mr. President, I hate to lose poise; but I confess to some
degree of irritation at ecertain things that have happened re-
cently in this Chamber. I wish I might hear one kind werd
said of the people who we joined, rather belatedly some think,

in winning the World War. Instead we are treated day in and
day out to “poor Germany ™ this and “poor Germany" that,
and told how the people of Germany are suffering, as if no
other people are suffering.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator will eertainly
do me the justice to say that he never heard me utter any such
sentiments, J :

Mr. GLASS. T regret very much to have heard my friend
and colleague aseail this afternoon, as I conceive without proper
warrant, our great ally in the recent war and ,undertake to
prejudice the Congress and people of the United States against
Great Britain because when, with her back to the wall she was
fighting for civilization, for our eause as well as for her own,
she interrupted momentarily our commerce on the seas.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I believe America’s part
in the war was just as henorable as that of Great Britain, and
that we helped Britain far more than Britain helped us. Speak-
ing about the soldiers, I recall that it has been but a short time
ago when a measure for the relief of our own soldiers was
before the Senate, and that measure, costing as much as it
would, would not have cost as much as the proposed subsidy
to. Great Britain if this proposed trade goes through; and yet
my recollection is that some of us—not I, because I was very
much in faver of it, but guite a number of us—voted against
the measure in favor of the soldiers. It does seem to me that
we ought to be willing to treat the seldiers of our own war
as fairly as we are willing to treat the soldiers of Great Britain
or the Government of Great Britain; and I, for one, would
infinitely prefer to vote for a benus for our own soldiers,
many of whom have been without employment, rather than to
vote this bonus or subsidy for Great Britain at this time.

Mr. LENROOT. DMbr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 yield.

Mr. LENROOT. The bills to which I referred—I did not
have in mind the one to which the Semator from Virginia re-
ferred, that is pending in committee—the bills te which I
referred that propose to extend further eredits to Hurepe upon
the credit of foreign governments have been reported, and are
on the ealendar of the Senate, and I have not heard the Senator
from Tennessee denounce any of those bills.

Mr. MeKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will just
listen whenever they come up, he will find the Senator from
Tennessee not only denouneing them but voting against them.
I am absolutely opposed to them. I do not think any other
eredits ought to be given to European eountries until they begin
to pay us, at any rate—

Mr. LENROOT. I am very glad to hear it.

Mr. McKELLAR. And I shall certainly vote against them;
and, if it will do the Senator any good, though I do not like
te tall mueh, I will certainly make speeches against them,
and in the same emphatic: way that I am making a speech
against giving this enormous subsidy to Great Britain.

Mr. LENROOT. I merely wanted to ask the Senator if I
was incorreet im my recollection—and he will correct me if I
am—if he did not vote to take up the Norris bill, whiech pro-
vided for that very thing, as against the rural credit bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. The Norris bill? I ean not say, Mr.
President,

Mr. LENROOT.
that gubject.

AMr. McKELLAR. I think the Senator is wrong, but I should
have to look at the record myself to see. I do not reeall
what the facts were with reference to it. I have no independ-
ent recollection about my vote en that propesal.

Mre, GLASS. Mr. President, just a word.

The Senator from Tennessee very obviously made a refer-
ence a while ago to my attitude on the soldiers’ bonus. I
have never made any concealment of my feeling on that sub-
jeet. I was against the soldiers” bonus. I always will be
against it. I was against it upon economic considerations,
and against it upon sentimental considerations. I do not
think the Federal Treasury could bear the tax at this time;
I do not think that the tax-burdened people of the eountry
should be subjected to that additional exaction.

1 do not think the finanecial, commercial, and industrial inter-
ests of the country should be distressed by embarkation on any
| such economie policy. Moreover, T am against having the
patriotic serviees of Ameriean boys computed in dollars and
cents and so commercialized as that hereafter when we may
heve te fight a war for the protection of civilization we muy
i have to stop and inquire what it is going to cost in dellars and

I may be wrong in my recollection upon

As to voting any subsidy for Great Britain, that is a fizment
of the Senator’s iniagination. Great Britain is too prood a
i nation to suggest to the United States or any other nation the
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idea of voting her a subsidy. She has not asked for a subsidy.
There is no proposition pending to vote her a subsidy of any
description. She has simply appointed a debt commission, at
our invitation, to discuss the adjustment of her indebtedness to
the United States, with statements from her responsible states-
men that she proposes to pay the last dollar of it.

What I fail to understand, what seems most gingular to me, is
that at this stage of the proceedings any Senator should feel
called upon to stand in his place and raspingly criticize this
nation that was our ally, this nation whose Navy protected
us from the ravages of the enemy for the preliminary months
of the war in which we were engaged, and whose million and
a half dead soldiers died in the very cause that we made our
own.

Yes; I am not a little exasperated that we seem 8o soon to
have forgotten the men and nations with whom we were associ-
ated in the war as to direct all our thought and all our gener-
ous sentiment to alding and helping those who a little while
ago were trying to destroy our civilization. All our criticisms
seem now directed against those with whom we were comrades
in arms.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it is quite as exasperating
to me that the people of Great Britain and the Government
of Great Britain have so soon forgotten the great help that
this Nation was to her, not only in saving civilization but in
saving her empire. She may be too proud to ask for conces-
sions on this debt, but she is making powerful efforts to ob-
tain them just the same,

Mr. GLASS. In what sense has she forgotten our help, and
in what manner is she seeking to evade her financial obliga-
tions?

Mr, McKELLAR. By sending her commission over here to
get terms of settlement less than those to which she had
agreed.

Mr. GLASS. How does the Senator know that?

Mr. McKELLAR. I judge it by the fact that the commission
has been over here and by the statements given out in the
newspapers on both sides.

Mr. GLASS. Does not the Senator know perfectly well
that the loan of this country to Great Britain is now in such
shape as tlat it can not be paid but must be funded under the
terms of the act?

Mr. McKELLAR, Quite the contrary; Great Britain is
already making her interest payments on the loan, and under
the terms of the act for which the Senator voted; but this
proposal is to disregard the terms of that act, and it is of
that that I am complaining.

Mr, GLASS. Whose proposal is it to disregard the terms
of the act?

Mr. McKELLAR. The British commission sa;s that it is
the American commission's proposal.

Mr. GLASS. Then why not assail the American commis-
sion? Why assail the British commission?

Mp. McKELLAR. I do not understand why the Senator
can not see that my criticisms have been just as much against
the American commission for having proposed it, if they did
propose it, as against Great Britain for having accepted it.
I have criticized that commission. I have been on my feet
almost daily criticizing the commission for not giving the
American people the facts about it.

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator seriously think that Great
Britain would dishonor herself, or any one of our allies would
dishonor herself, if she should accept terms of adjustment more
favorable than those originally proposed?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I can not say that, of
course,

Mr. GLASS. That is what the Senator did say.

Mr, McKELLAR, No; here is what I say: That that com-
mission has been over here in secret session with a commission
appointed by this Government for the past several weeks, a
month or more, and we find that the result is that the terms
laid down by the Congress, which were in accordance with the
terms under which this money was borrowed from us, have been
disregarded, according to the newspapers; and I am addressing
myself to that.

Mr. GLASS. Disregarded by whom, may I ask the Senator?

Mr, McKELLAR. Disregarded both by the British Govern-
ment, who borrowed the money, and by the commission which
is acting for the American Government.

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator seriously think that the
British commigsion ought not to accept terms proposed by the
American commission that are less onerous than the original
terms of the loan?

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course I do. If the British commission
knows anything about the American Government, it knows that

the members of the American commission have no authority
whatsoever to make such a proposal; that the members of the
American commission are limited by law and by their oaths of
office to carrying out the statute of the United States already
passed. They are governed by that statute.

Mr. GLASS, = Oh, Mr. President, I understand that, of course,
and therefore, being limited and being required to report back
to Congress, and Congress itself having to act finally upon the
proposition, I wonder why the Senator should abuse Great
Britain for sending a commission over here at our own invita-
tion to confer with a commission appointed by Congress.

Mr, McCKELLAR. I do not know whether the Senator caught
what I intended to convey, or not, but my purpose was to say
this in unmistakable language: If this proposed settlement is
as the newspapers give it, the members of the American com-
mission have violated the law under which they were appointed,
The British commission ought to know that the American com-
mission had not any right to make such a proposal, and I doubt
very much whether they have made such a proposal. 1 will
never believe it until they come forward here and say they have
made such a proposal.

Mr. GLASS. But the Senator has premised everything he
said upon the assumption that the thing had been done.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; the proposal has no doubt been
made by somebody, and somebody has accepted it in some way.
There is no doubt in the world but that a tentative agreement
has been entered into between these two commissions, which
tentative agreement is at war with the act of Congress under
which our commission was appointed; and I am opposed to
Congress agreeing to any proposal different from what we
originally agreed to.

Mr. GLASS. DMr. President, I think I now clearly understand
what the Senator from Tennessee intended.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am sorry I have been unable to make
myself plain. I thought I was able to make myself plain.

Mr. GLASS. Well, it was my fault; it was my stupidity,

uf

Mr. McKELLALR. No; quite the contrary.
in not expressing myself clearly.

Mr. GLLASS. I have now reached the conclusion that the
Senator from Tennessee thinks that because our American Debt
Commission is supposed to have proposed a different settlement
of these foreign debts from that which the Congress had in
mind, therefore it is expedient to twist the lion's tail.

Mr. McKELLAR. Ohb, well, if the Senator wants to indulge
in that kind of statement, that is entirely all right. It is not
what I said at all.

Mr. LENROOT and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. As I understand the Senator’s viewpoint,
his criticism is that England entered into a solemn contract, as
did the others, to pay 5 per cent, and now they should not,
according to his view, make any proposition different from that?

Mr, McKELLAR. Oh, no; the Senator did not understand
me that way at all—could not have done so; it is absolutely
impossible.

Mr. LENROOT. It was the sacredness of the obligation to
which the Senator referred.

Mr., McKELLAR. This is what I said; I said that Great
Britain borrowed this money under the terms of an act of
Congress which provided that Great Britain should pay the
same rate of interest which the American Government had to
pay for the money, and that any reduction in that rate was a
violation of the contract which Great Britain made.

Mr. LENROOT. That was not the contract.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; it was. It was the original con-
tract. I don't know when, why, or how she gave us the 5 per
cent obligations, but it is a fact she gave thein to us and we
now hold them,

Mr. LENROOT.
it not?

Mr. McKELLAR. That was subsequently entered into.

Mr. LENROOT. That is the existing contract, is it not?

Mr. McKELLAR, That is the existing contract.

Mr, LENROOT, Now, the Senator complains over any pro-
posal to modify that contract?

Mr. McKELLAR, O, no. I have never complained that the
Congress was wrong in fixing the rate the same as we had to
pay. I voted for that act.

Mr. LENROOT. What is it the Senator complains of?

Mr. McKELLAR. I voted for the measure, and so did the
Senator, voluntarily, to make the interest agreement conform
precisely, or as nearly as possible, to the original agreement
under which the money was borrowed.

It was my fault

The contract was to pay O per cent, was
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Mr. LENROOT. Then it was the Congress which first pro-
posed, not only to England but all the other European coun-
tries, that their existing contracts be modified?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT. And the Senator complains that the United
States itself, proposing to modify an existing contract, is sub-
jeet to this severe attack, if they suggest that there be a differ-
ent modification than that proposed by our Government?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; because Congress has solemnly gone
on record setting out the limitations under which the American
commission could act. The commission had no power or au-
thority to make a different proposal to the British commission.

Mr. LENROOT. I know; but can they not address their
proposals to this Government, which includes Congress?

Mr, McKELLAR. They can, but they are so silent about it
that it does not look like we will ever get it from them.

Mr., LENROOT. Has anyone ever proposed that the Debt
Commission shall accept this proposal and violate the act of
Congress?

Mr. McKELLAR. The English commission affirm, over on
the other side, when they get back, that the American commis-
sion had made this proposal, which is beyond any authority
which it had.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think the American Debt
Commission proposes, without action of Congress, to carry out
the proposal that is in question? 1

Mr. McKELLAR. Being absolutely in the dark, being abso-
lutely unable to get any expression from the members of the
American Debt Commission, I can not tell the Senator what the
American Debt Commission proposes.

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator know that no action
can be taken without action by Congress?

Mr. McKELLAR. I imagine not, though I do not know what
action may be attempted.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator does mot know? I did not
want to do the Senator any injustice with reference to his
record on the vote to which I have referred, and I want to
clear that up. I find that the record on the motion to take up
the Norris bill shows that the Senator was present but did
not vote; that he was paired, and stated, in announcing his
pair, “ 1 have a pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. New].
I do not see him in the Chamber, so I withhold my vote.” But
the Senator did not state what his position was.

Mr, McKELLAR. I do not recall now what my position was.
I do not know whether I would have voted for it or against it.
Probably that was why I did not express myself, I do not
remeinber just exactly what the issue at stake at that particu-
lar time was, but I was quite confident I had not voted as the
Senator stated.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am not going to enter into a
discussion of this debt settlement proposition. It is evident to
my mind that there were a good many people in the Congress
who intended to cancel all this indebtedness, and this partial
arrangement they have made, I think, came from the British
Government. It is suggested in the newspapers that they have
accepted a proposition made by us. I think it is a propodition
they made themselves, for 3 per cent and 3% per cent, with
nearly three-fourths of a century to pay the money. Two gen-
erations will come and go before that debt is wiped ont.

The Senator from Tennessee has stirred up a hornet’s nest by
his protest against taxing the American people and giving to
Great Britain or any other foreign country, when sixty-odd
million of the American people are In distress. to-day. Some
people may not know that, but that is the truth.

Mr. McKELLAR., Mr, President, I suppose the Senator saw
yesterday that two prominent American diplomats, some time
ago, made a proposal at a banquet at No. 10 Downing Street
to settle this debt at from 2 to 21 per cent; that the British
people felt greatly outraged that the word of those two diplo-
mats had not been carried¢ out by the American Government,
and that they were very greatly disappointed because it had not
been carried out. I asked the names of those diplomats, but
1 could not get them; that is, I have not been able to get them,
But I find in an editorial in a good Republican paper, by the
way, as I understand it, the Waukegan Daily Sun——

Mr, WADSWORTH. Where is Waukegan?

Mr. McKELLAR. In Illinois. I will read from the edi-
torial. Waukegan is out there where Mr. Baldwin says the
people are all “ hog raisers.” I will read what he says about
this first commission :

It was reported from abroad that at a London tea party Taft and
Harvey promised Bonar Law that the United States would give a
refunding period of some sixty-odd years at an interest rate of er

cent. This means a gift of billions of dollars. In regard to inter-
national debts, Taft and Harvey represent none other than themselves

personally. However, if they attempted to defeat the debt refunding
act they are sworn to enforce, Harvey should be recalled by Harding,
and Taft is open to impeachment charges if upon investigation Con-
re;mdg an international conspiracy to defy and defeat the will of

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the Senator ever asked Chief
Justice Taft whether there was any truth in that?

Mr. McKELLAR. No.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Why does he not?

Mr. McKELLAR. I had no idea who it was. I stated in
my speech here the other day that I had no idea who the
diplomats were.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just a moment ago the Senator said
he had been trying to find out who those two diplomats were.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yet one of the men named could be
found in the Supreme Court Chamber, which is about 150 feet
away, and the Senator could find out at any time if he had
the courage to ask him.

Mr. McKELLAR. There was no question of courage, I
assure you. I never saw the paper giving names until to-day.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator a
question. Was that before Chief Justice Taft made a visit to
London last summer?

Mr. McKELLAR. I am just reading from the newspaper.

Mr. LODGE. Will not the Senator kindly tell us who the
thinker is who makes that admirable statement?

Mr. McKELLAR. W. J. Smith is the editor of the paper—
the Waukegan Daily Sun, of Waukegan, IlL

Mr. LODGE. A newspaper I am afraid I never heard of.

Mr. McKELLAR. Perhaps so; and yet there are some people
out West and some newspapers.

Mr. LODGE. There are.

Mr. McKELLAR. Quite & number ouf there, who, perhaps,
have something to think oceasionally and to say about inter-
national affairs.

Mr. HEFLIN. They at least have votes out there.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am so informed.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the Senator know what Chief Justice
Taft went to London for last year?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no knowledge on the subject at
all, and did not even know he was there, and knew nothing in
the world about it, except what I saw in this paper.

Mr. HEFLIN. He made a trip over there.

Mr. McKELLAR. I say that if Mr. Taft and Mr. Harvey
made any such proposition as that to the British Government,
they did it purely as individuals; they did not bind anybody,
and could not bind anybody, and should not bind anybody.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I hope I may be permitted to
submit a few observations myself. Mr, Taft, before he was ap-
pointed Chief Justice, I believe, went to London. I do not
know what he went for, but he went over there since the elec-
tion of 1920. Several newspaper editors of the United States
went over there, too, last year. I do not know what they went
for. I have heard that some of them were interested in debt
cancellation. I think that is true.

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator what reason
he has for thinking that is true? .

Mr. HEFLIN. I think it is true for several reasons, one
because I have heard it talked about the Capitol, and I believe
it is true.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is that all the ground the Senator has?

Mr. HEFLIN. Because I believe it is true?

Mr. WADSWORH. The Senator has heard it “ talked.”

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not have to tell the Senator in detail all
the reasons I have for it. I make the statement. I think it is
true.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the Senator is responsible for the
statement itself?

Mr. HEFLIN. I am respousible for the statement I made.

Mr. WADSWORTH. All right.

Mr. HEFLIN, I think the Senator represents a State that
has a good many obligations owing to it by Great Britain and
by other foreign countries, which it would like to collect and could
quickly collect if this whole debt could be canceled. I think
the propaganda is in Wall Street to cancel the whole thing, and
the Senator represents in part the State in which Wall Street
is located. I never saw & covey of birds so flushed as the Sen-
ator from Tennessee seemed to flush them this afternoon. He
was talking for the American people. He is trying to represent
this Government here in the Senate and not Great Britain.
There are some of us here who do that, and we are going to
continue to do it. We are going to have a house cleaning on
the other side of the Chamber and a little on this side next
year, and bring people here who speak for the American people
and not for Great Britain or any other foreign power, when the
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issue is whether America's side shall be presented or Great
Britain’s or some other country’'s side shall be presented.

I want to treat Great Britain fairly. I am the friend of
the mother country, I am glad that her soldiers fought side
by side with our soldiers, but it has been gaid, and one would
think that there is a great deal of truth in it, that England
possesges the greatest diplomats in the world. England
knows how to handle things in a diplomatic way for her
special good and general welfare, and it is her business to
look ont for that just as it is our business and the business
of the Chief Executive of our country and the business of
the diplomats of our country to handle the situation to the
very best interest of the American people. While I am a
friend of Great Britain, I am on the side of my own country
in this matter,

I want to treat Great Britain fairly, but I want this money
paid to the American people. It belongs to them. I speak
for a part of the country which has a farming population
nine-tenths of whom are under mortgage to-day, bound hand
and foot to pay debts umnloaded on them by the deflation of
1920 and 1921, carried on by the Republican Party, promised
in its national platform in 1920 and promised by the Republi-
can President in his acceptance speech, and earried out under
Republican direction without the protest of a single leading
Republican in either branch of Congress. This Government
does not belong to the greedy special interests in this country.
You can always tell, though, when you step on the toes of those
Interests. You can spot them. Ah, they come to the rescue.

Oh, Mr. President, we are not offending Great Britain.
Stanley Baldwin, the Englishman, ean go back and reflect
upon the intelligence of the great grain-growing West, from
whose broad plains came a million Ameriean boys to fight and
die on foreign soil for Great Britain's liberty and the liberty
of the world. None of these Senators here criticized him.
They do not say anything against him. The Senator from
Tennessee took him to task, and properly so, and now, when a
Senator in this body speaks for his own country, for the debt-
ridden, tax-burdened people of America, he is taken severely to
task for what some call arraigning Great Britain. He comes
from Tennessee, the great State of Old Hickory Jackson. We
need more of his kind in this body, who will talk for his own
country when his own country’s rights are involved.

Mr. McKELLAR. Not only did Baldwin reflect upon the
people of the West but he reflected upon the Senators from the
West.

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly.

Mr, McKELLAR. I have invited them to respond as to

what they thought about his reflections upon them and they:

are silent.

Mr. HEFLIN. There have been a good many couriers to
London, doubtless, who went out from New York. They said,
I imagine, “ We think we can handle this foreign indebtedness
all right. We can probably get the whole debt canceled.” I
think a promise was made by the Republican Party leaders in
1920 that these debts would be canceled. I have a suspicion
of that sort. 1 think there is ground for it.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the Senator as much ground for
that assertion as he had for the assertion that Judge Taft went
over there on a private mission to cancel the debts?

Mr. HEFLIN, Does the Senator deny that Judge Taft went
over there?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not that he went over there; no.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator admits that Judge Taft went
over there? !

Mr, WADSWORTH. Yes.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the Senator admit that he [Mr, Wabps-
WORTH] represents Wall Street?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No,

Mr. HEFLIN. Then, I have no further questions for the
Senator just now.

Mr. President, of course I have my opinion about whether
he does or not. The Senator said he does not, and I must ac-
cept his statement. But I want to get back to the issue here.

I am satisfied that over there in those nice little secret cir-
cles in London they have said, “ We think we can arrange debt
cancellation. Get us in power, and maybe we can wipe out
the whole debt. Good! Fill 'em up again.” When they got
over here they found some Democrats here with backbone and
some few Republicans, and some in the House, who took the
American view of the thing and put some restrictions around
the commission on our part, although it was a partisan com-
mission. They could not go the limit, as they probably thought
they would be able to go. They were disappointed, I think

when they got in secret council over here that probably our

commissioners told them, “We would like to do this or that,
but our hands are tied. We would like to cancel the whole
thing, so far as we are concerned, but let us not say anything
about that, Our hands are tied. It may be we can get addi-
tional powers.” One of them came up here one day and said
on the floor of the Senate they would have to have additional
powers, ‘

Now Great Britain has gone back, having brought down the
interest rate from 5 per cent to 3 and 34 per cent. The farmers
of the United States are paying to-day 5 and 6 per cent to lift
the morigage from the roofs where their wives and children
dwell. But you have provided for Great Britain 8 per cent and
8% per cent, with 62 years' time in which to pay it. The baby
born to-day will be 62 years old when it is paid under your plan,
So they went back and jumped on the United States. Wall
Street is a very nice spot In their minds. They do not like the
western country or the western erowd. They raise hogs and
sell beeves, they tell us. Thank God they have intelligence and
votes, and they can use them and did use them right effectively
in the last election. Next year there is going to be a perfect
cyclone. Some of the Senators I see over yonder—the places
that know them now will know them no more forever. The
cyclone is going to take them up and sweep them out. We are
going to have a whole-hearted American sentiment expressed in
this Chamber. The time should come when an American who
would preach American doctrine will not be arraigned for as-
sailing Great Britain for simply asking that Great Britain pay
the debt due wus, and that she be not allowed to obtain money
here at interest rates below those which the people who are
supporting this Government with their substance in time of
peace and fighting for its preservation in time of war have to
pay. That is what we have—3 and 3} per cent to a foreign
nation, 5 and 6 per cent to our own people who pay the taxes
and fight for the Government in the hour of its peril.

Is the Senator who protests against such as that to be ecriti-
cized and condemned in this Chamber?

In the debate the bonus question has been brought up, and
it has been said that the soldiers were commercializing their
patriotism and that we have to pay them for their valor, and
that when we come to have another war we will have to figure
up how much it will cost.

Mr. President, I do not ever expect to permit any Senator
in this body—I do not care whether he calls himself a Demo-
crat or whether he is a Republican—to insult the soldiers of
America who have asked for adjusted compensation by saying
that they are pntting a price on their patriotism, eommer-
cializing it, when they ask for simple justice at the hands of
the Government they love and for which they were willing
to die.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Alabama
has reference to me—has he?

Mr. HEFLIN. I have reference to part of the statement I
heard the Senator make,
Mr. GLASS, 1 did not say the soldiers wanted to com-

mercialize themselves. What I tried to say was that the
politicians wanted to commercialize them,

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a good big body in both Houses
that must plead guilty to Mr. Baldwin's statement that they
were politicians. As I recall, there are more than two-thirds
of the Members of the House and lacking but two or three
of being two-thirds of the Senate, and before another sgession
of Congress rolls around there will be more than two-thirds
of both bodies®in favor of doing the right thing for the sol-
diers, and a bill will pass, the President to the contrary not-
withstanding.

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, Mr. President, as to the politicians seeking
to commercialize the soldier, let me say if I had to take my
choice between playing politics and defending the mistreated,
neglected, and sometimes starving soldier who had nowhere to
lay his head, no decent clothes to wear, nothing with which to
feed his body, or vote to give to the profiteers $430,000,000 a
year, as was done here, and exempt the big income-tax payers
$90,000,000 a year, as was done here, and give to the ship sub-
sidy $50,000,000 a year, as is proposed here, I would take my
stand on the side of the soldier of my country and demand
simple justice for him.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President——

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator who votes for adjusted compen-
gation is the friend of the soldier. The Senator who voted to
call the soldier to the colors and then permitted him to go to
the battle front and come back and be discharged in a land
panie stricken, industrially and commercially dead, labor un-
employed and roaming the streets, and that poor fellow with ne
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place to eat or sleep—do you say that those who want to help
him are trying to commercialize him? No; that is not the situa-
tion at all. It is indifference and ingratitude on the part of
some to the soldier who offered his life, his all, for his country.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator knows that I supported the
bonus bill and took the attitude that the soldier should be
awarded a very generous bonus. I would like to ask the
Senator how much his State of Alabama has pald in the way
of a bonus to the hungry, starving soldiers of the State of
Alabama?

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know.

Mr. LENROOT. Ob, surely the Senator knows.

Mr, HEFLIN. No; I do not know, and, Mr. President, that
is not a question for the State. No State in the Union ought
to be burdened as a State to pay this debt to a soldier who
fought in the Union Army to fight on foreign soil. That is a
national question and in no sense a State question.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President—

Mr. HEFLIN. Every State government that has done it
did it because the Republican Party here at the Capitol re-
fused in the National Congress to provide a dollar of adjusted
compensation for the boys. It was tax the State or starve.
That is why the States did it; not because they wanted to
do it. They did it because the national Republican Party
refused to do it and these boys were about to starve.

Mr, LENROOT. But the State of Alabama did not. The
State of Alabama preferred to let them starve, according to the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all. In the State of Alabama our
people took them in and fed them and cared for those who
needed aid somehow, but in the Senator's State and in some
other States in the North where there are large cities there is
where they suffered. I have helped some of them here out of
my own pocket,

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator on more than one occa-
sion has seemed to delight in saying something about the
North and the Hast. He has brought in sectional questions.
He has undertaken to tell us something about the State of New
York and a certain portion of that State. Does the Senator
recollect the fact that the State of New York, by a majority
of 500,000, in popular referendum voted a bond issue of
$40,000,000 for the veterans?

Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to hear it.
the credit of New York.
Mr. WADSWORTH.

being done?

Mr. HEFLIN. Being robbed by New York! [Laughter.]
The big speculators, financiers of New York City, robbed the
people of my State through deflation in one year of $103,000,000
on the Alabama cotton crop of 1920, Talk about where we
were! We were trying to keep from starving ourselves under
Republican deflation.

Mr. LENROOT. Is that why the State of Alabama let lher
soldiers starve?

Mr. HEFLIN. The State of Alabama has not let her sol-
diers starve. The people of Alabama want justice for the
American soldier. The State of Alabama knows that this is
a national question. When the people of Alabama give any-
thing to the soldier they give it to him quietly and say noth-
ing about it, but every time you give him a dollar you stand on
the housetop and crow like a rooster. [Laughter.]

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator know what year it
was that the people of New York made that decision for the
soldier? ;

Mr. HEFLIN. No.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is light-hearted and reck-
less somewhat in his statements. He said, just by way of
erawling out of the corner——

Mr. HEFLIN. I am painstaking and accurate enough to tell
the truth about the State of New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understand what the truth is. The
Senator does not have to endeavor to enlighten me about the
truth.

Mr. HEFLIN. Under deflation it took $1,625,000,000 from the
cotton-growing States on one cotton crop in 1920,

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator probably does not know,
as he knows nothing about what the people of New York have
done, in spite of his reckless statements——

Mr. HEFLIN. I have not time to yield for a defense of that
conduct of New York in my time. If the Senator wants to ask
a question——

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 have asked a question, and the Sena-
tor could not answer it. I asked when it was the people of
New York voted on that referendum?

That is very much to

Where was Alabama when that was

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know and I do not care.

Mr, WADSWORTH. But it has something to do with the
Senator's rejoinder that the people of New York had taken
money from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. That is no uncommon thing.

Mr. WADSWORTH., As a matter of fact, at that time the
people of Alabama were immensely prosperous, with the highest
cotton prices probably ever known.

Mr. HEFLIN. When was it you did that?

Mr. WADSWORTH. In 1920.

Mr. HEFLIN. Why, that is the year they robbed us in
Alabama of $103,000,000 on the cotton crop. [Laughter.]

No, Mr. President, I can see these upstanding men now,
as brave and patriotic as ever drew the breath of life. I see
them going away with that flag. I see them going out upon
the seas, and I see them coming back, but I see them forgotten
by some Senators just a little while after they return. But
I have not seen the profiteers forgotten. I have not seen
those who fed upon the Government in the hour of its dis-
tress forgotten, and I have not heard them arraigned by any-
body who fights the soldiers' bonus,

1 stood for adjusted compensation. I am for them because
it is right, it is just, it is honest to be for them. When I
hear talk about commercializing patriotism, and the soldier
being played upon by politicians, I intend to resent it and I
do resent it.

Now, Mr, President, that is about all I care to say this
evening,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President

Mr. HEFLIN. I merely wanted to go on record as saying a
word in behalf of some of the statements of my friend, the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr, McKerLnar]—I did not hear all of his
speech—and to speak for the American people somewhat about
a debt that is due to them. Does Wall Street want to collect
her money from Great Britain and have this whole debt held
up until she can collect it? She did have it held up, it seems,
until she collected $1,700,000,000 from France and Great Brit-
ain. Does she want to have this debt held up for 62 years so
she can go on undisturbed and collect the other money due her
from the various countries? I am here to represent the people,
to represent in part my State; I am not here to represent the
bond sharks, the big financiers of Wall Street. I want the
American people to have a fair deal. This is not a court where
men are employed

Mr. LODGE, Mr. President——

Mr, HEFLIN. I do not——

Mr. LODGE, I rise to a question of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the point
of order,

Mr. LODGE. I make the point of order that no Senator
has a right to charge other Senators with representing bond
sharks and gamblers,

Mr. HEFLIN. I made no such charge,

Mr. LODGE, The Senator just made it by inference.

Mr., HEFLIN. Not at all. I mentioned bond sharks in
New York, the bond sharks and financiers of Wall Street.

Mr. LODGE. But the Senator contrasted the rest of the
Senate with himself naturally.

Mr. HEFLIN. Let the notes be read.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that the reporter's notes be read.
- Mr. HEFLIN. I made no such statement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The notes will be read.

The Official Reporter read as follows:

:present the people, to represent in r .
I Ln?mn:t”ge:g Egprees[fmgent the bond sharks, the big. 5.:3’32153 2
Wall Street,

Mr. LODGE. That is a direct reference to other Senators, of
course,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President—

Mr. WADSWORTH. It was an inference.

Mr. HEFLIN. I said I was not representing them here;
that I was going to speak for the people.

Mr. LENROOT. And what about the other Senators?

Mr. HEFLIN. I did not say anything about other Senators.
The Senator from DMassachusetts will next make a point of
order against what he imagines. That is all his present point
of order is founded on. I did not make the charge—

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. I thought the Senator would stand by what
he said.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. The notes show what I said, and just
what I said I do stand by.

Mr. LODGE. Of course, that means that the other Senators
here do not represent the American people—

Mr. HEFLIN, 1 did not say that,
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Mr. LODGE. But do represent the bond sharks of Wall
Btreet. It is perfectly clear.

Mr, HEFLIN. I did not say that. The Senator ean not put
words in my mouth. He can think what he pleases, and I can
think what I please. %

Mr. LODGE. But I ean put them in the RECORD.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator can put them in the Recorp, but
he can not change what I think or what I say.

Mr., WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Benator from
Alabama yield?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator said a little while back
that the Chief Justice of the United States represented Wall
Street?

Mr. HEFLIN. No; I {id not.

Mr, LENROOT. I appeal to the REcOgD.

Mr, HEFLIN. Let the Recorp be read, but I did not say

that.
Mr, WADSWORTH. The statement was made 20 minutes or

80 ago.
Mr. LENROOT. 1 think it ought to be read.
AMr. LODGE. 1 also think the notes should be read.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The matter is so serious that I insist
that it be ascertained whether or not the Senator from Ala-
bama asserted upon the floor of the United States Senate that
the Chief Justice of the United States represented Wall Street.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Alabama did not say any
such thing, and there is no one else in the Senate except the
Senator from New York and one or two other Republicans who
think so.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Let the Recorp be brought in.

Mr. HEFLIN. Bring it in. T said “ when he went to Lon-
don”; and he went to London before he was Chief Justice, I
think.

Mr. MOSES. No; he did not ; he went as Chief Justice.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; he went as Chief Justice.

Mr. HEFLIN. Did he?

Mr, MOSES. He went as Chief Justice to deliver some lec-
tures on our political system.

Mr. HEFLIN. That makes it still stronger.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Again the Senator has offended.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama
should take his seat until this matfer is determined.

Mr. HEFLIN. While it is being determined, I will proceed.

Mr. WADSWORTH. No.

Mr. LENROOT. I ask that the Senator be required to take
his seat.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama has
been called to order.

AMr. WADSWORTH. The Senator from Alabama has been
called to order and under the rule he has to take his seat.
Mr. President, T ask that the Reporter may read the remarks
referred to.

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 will take my seat and will proceed when
the Senator is through.

Mr. WADSWORTH. No debate is in order.

Mr. HEFLIN. And then I will proceed at length.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I did not hear any state-
ment made by the Senator from Alabama with reference to
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States.
I heard the statement made by the Senator from Alabama,
which was quoted & moment agoe from the notes, and T main-
tain that, under the rule of the Senate, it did not charge or
impute to any Senator unworthy motives or conduct. In or-
der to come within the rule of the Senate it is necessary that
the Senator called to order shall use language which directly
or indirectly imputes “ to another Senator or to other Senators
any conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator.”
The language of the Senator from Alabama read by the Re-
porter and for which he has been called to order was substan-
tially, “I do not represent bond sharks or gamblers” Tt
would be an infringement of the freedom of debate for the
Presiding Officer of this body to hold that a declaration of that
character imputes an unworthy motive or misconduct to an-
other Senator.

It may be frue that in the manner of expression, in the
general attitude of the Senator from Alabama, in the subcon-

scious mind of Senators that implication is justified, but the

Chair in determining points of order made in the Senate must
determine the question from the language employed by the
Senator called to order,

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me,
I think before deciding upon the matter the Senator ought to
read the whole context of and connection in which the state-
ment of the Senator from Alabama was made.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Massachusetts would
not be so unkind as to require me to read the entire speech
of the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. LODGE. I did not intend that. I intended merely that
t.hedwhole statement from the notes of the Reporter should be
read.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Massachusetts would
not, in justice, impose any such obligation upon the Presiding
Officer. When a Senator objects to language employed by an-
other Senator upon this floor he specifies the language to which
he objects and he calls the Senator to order for the employ-
ment of that language. That is exactly what occurred a few
moments ago.

The Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from New
York jointly objected to a statement made by the Senator from
Alabama as violative of the rules of the Senate governing
debate in this body. The language employed does not impute
to any Senator conduct or motive unworthy of a Senator, If
it be held that implications or inferences arrived at by Sen-
ators from the general context of a speech delivered by a
Senator warrant the conclusion that there is in the mind of
the Senafor something that he has not expressed obnoxious
to the rule, freedom of debate will be destroyed,

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me, far be it from
me to suggest that he shall read the whole speech; that I
would not willingly inflict on anybody; but I wanted read the
whole of what the Reporter read, because that shows the mean-
inz, in my judgment.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the Senator has not made a
point of order against the language except that already read by
the Reporter. I do not know what other utterances may be in
the speech of the Senator from Alabama which may give offense
to the Senator from Massachusetts or to other Senators, but
my discussion is, of course, confined to the point of order
raised,

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, the words that I objected to
were read by the Reporter. The Senator from Arkansas has
only stated a part of them.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator can repeat them in his own
language.

Mr. LODGE. T do not want to repeat them, but I want them
read from the notes of the Reporter.

AMr. ROBINSON. The Reporter has read the statement once,
although I have no objection to having it read again.

Mr. LODGE. I think the whole sentence and context ought
to be understood.

Mr, ROBINSON. Very well.

Mr. LODGE., The Senator from Arkansas only quoted a
few words which were detached from the statement.

Mr. ROBINSON. 1 quoted, as I think, the substance of the
language employed by the Senator from Alabama, as read by
the Reporter. What is the language read by the Reporter that
has not been quoted which the Senator thinks brings the state--
ment within the rule of the Senate?

Mr. LODGE. The Reporter may read the words which he
previously read, from which the Senator from Arkansas partly
quoted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The notes will be read as soon as
the Reporter ean return to the Chamber.

Mr, LODGE. The Senator from Alabama said, “I do not
represent fhe bond sharks and gamblers.” Of course, I do
not think anybody does, certainly not the Senator from Ala-
bama. That statement by itself is of minor consequence,

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the remainder of the langnage?

Mr. LODGE. The remainder of the language was, “ 1 rep-
resent the American people "—I do not remember all of it—
pointing to Senators generally.

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well, Mr, President.

Mr. LODGE. I think the inference was plain, and that the
Senator from Arkansas agrees with me,

Mr. ROBINSON. If a Senator can not assert on this floor
that he represents the American people, it has come to a piti-
able state in the progress of debate in the American Congress.

Mr, LODGE. Although it is a large representation, still I
have no ohjection to that statement standing alone. It is a
combination of the two sentences to which I object and the way
in which they were uttered.

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. Mr. President, then, the state-
ment objected to, as the Senator from Massachuseits remem--
bers it, is, * 1 do not represent bond sharks and gamblers; I
represent the American people.”

Mr. LODGE. No; that is not it. I want the words read as
they were uttered, not as the Senator from Arkansas or I
may repeat them from memory.
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Mr. McKELLAR. Let them be read. i

Mr. ROBINSON. I have just guoted the language as the
Senator from Massachusetts remembers it

Mr. LODGE. I ask ‘that it be read—— !

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well; let it be read again and again.

Mr. LODGE. Not as I remember it. i

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Reporter will read the lan-

suage.
The Official Reporter read as follows:

1 am here to represent the ple, to represent in part my State, 1|
Em ngt here to represent the bond sharks, the big financlers of Wall |
tree

Mr. ROBINSON. That is a perfectly legitimate statement. |
«If the Senator from Alabama said anything about his State at:

all and made any contrary statement he would not long repre-|
sent a constituency from Alabama or anywhere else. 1 repeat |
that the language under the rules of the Senate is nmot obnox-|
jous.

In this connection let me point out the fact that during the
course of this debate, while the Senator from Alabama pre- |
sumably was proceeding in order, for no Senator had called him
to order, a Senator upon the other side made a remark which
provoked language from the Senator from Alabama that more
mnearly transgressed fhe rule than the language ohjected to by
the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from New |
York. The Senator from Wisconsin, describing the action of
the State which he so ably represents, touching the subject of |
the bonus, inquired derisively as to what action Alabama had
taken. If implication and inferences render statements by Sen-
ators obnoxious to the rule, then it would appear that the ques-
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin, and the words of the Sen-
ator from New York, for that matter, in the language that he
used in the same conneection, reflected upon the State of Ala-
bama. The references to New York by the Senator from Ala-
bama and to the latter State by the Senator from New York
and the Senator from Wisconsin, however, were not objected to.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ROBINSON. 1 yield.

Mr, LENROOT. Let us see about the analogy. Would the
Senator say, if it were charged by a Senator that another Sena-
tor did represent the bond sharks of Wall Street, that it would
be out of order or not?

£ Mr. ROBINSON. I think, if the intention were to impute |

unworthy conduct or misconduct, it would be out of order.

Mr, LENROOT. Then a statement, if it had been made di-
rectly, that the Senator from New York, for instance, repre-
sented the bond sharks of Wall Street would have been out ef

order.
Mr. ROBINSON. I think so.
Mr. LENROOT. I am sure if weuld. Then, with reference

to the guestion I asked, namely, “ Where did Alabama stand?"”
if the answer had been that Alabama had net voted a bonus,
does the Senator think that would have been a reflection on the
State of Alabama?

Mr. ROBINSON. I think it is entirely true, Mr. President,
that the inquiry of the Senator from Wisconsin was provoked
by the discussion between the Semater from Alabama and the
Senator from New York., It is not my province to pass judg-
ment upon either the allusion to New York or the reference to
Alabama, although both might well have been omitted. The
point I am making is that the language for which the Senator
from Alabama was called to order, under the plain rule of the
Senate and the common-sense construction that must be given
to the rule of the Senate, is not obnoxious. Perhaps I might
also add that in debates of this character Semators by inter-
ruption frequently provoke one another te statements that are
not proper within the striet letter of the rule; but as to the
particular statement objected to, the point of order made by the
Senator from Massachusetts does mot lie. The Senator from
Alabama had a right to use the language that he did employ.

He did not impute unworthy metives or misconduct te any Sena- |

tor; the effect of his words was to vindicate his own motives
and conduet.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule.

Mr. LENROOT rose.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
desire to address the Chair?

Mr. LENROOT. I was merely going to suggest to the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts that he withdraw the peint of order
and let us go on.

Mr. ROBINSON. I think the Chair might just as well rule,

inasmuch as the point of order has been made and the Chair is
ready to rule,

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule.
The language of the rule is that—
No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of

| words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or

motive unworthy er unbecoming a Senator

If it were merely the words spoken by the Senator, the
‘Chair would be inclined to rule that no such imputation was
intended ; but with the context, the attitude, and the expression
that went with them, the Chair is of the opinion that they did
contain an imputation to eother Senators unworthy and un-
becoming, and that the words were not in order.

Mr. ROBINSON., Mr, President, I respectfully appeal frem
the decision of the Chair. L

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the ruling
of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate?

Mr. ROBINSON. I shall have to have the yeas and nays on

Mr. HEFLIN. I call for the yeas and nays.

Mr. ROBINSON. Unless the Senator from Massachusetts
desires——

Mr. LODGE. I was just going to move to lay the appeal on
the table.

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest, then, the absence of a guorum,
if the Senator wants to du that.

Mr. LODGE. I make that motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is so late that I was going
to suggest that we want a short executive session, and we
might have an executive session and let this question go over
and vote on it in the morning,

Mr. LODGE., Tt is too late now.

Mr. ROBINSON. We can vacate the proceedings.

Mr. CURTIS. By unanimous consent, we can vacate the
proceedings, There will be a quorum present in the morning.
1 ask umanimous consent that the proceedings wunder the
quorum call be vacated, that the Senate may proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
hears none, and it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION,

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After three minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock
and 38 minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow,
Friday, February 2, 1923, at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chair

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ewecutive nominations confirmmed by the Senaie Felruary 1
(legislative day of January 29), 1923.
RecErveEr oF Pusric MoxEys,
Raymond B. Lewis to he receiver of public moneys at Boze-
man, Mont,
PoSTMASTERS.
ALABAMA,
Arnold R. Woodham, Opp.
KANSAS,
Winifred Hamilton, Solomon.
MINNESOTA.
Thomas R. Ohmstad, Cannon Falls,
NORTH DAKOTA.
William R. Jordan, Luverne.
Carl E. Knutson, Portland.
PENNSYLVANIA.
James . Whitby, Bryn Mawr,
‘George R. Fleming, Haverford.
Robert H. Stickler, Lansford.
Samuel F. Williams, Le Raysville. :
William E. Housel, Lewisburg.
John ©. Sullivan, Ogontz.
William M. O. Edwards, Pencoyd.
Edgar Matthews, Royersford.
WEST VIRGINIA.
Raiph L. Teter, Belington.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
TraURrsDAY, February 1, 1923.

The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order
by the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

0O God, the Father of us all, so long as time shall last Thou
art the refuge for all minds that think and for all hearts that
feel. O richly endow us with faith and gratitude. Set us out
to-day upon our errands with Thy blessing, and may all tasks
be borne with patience and wisdom. Ever impress us with the
high value of time and privilege, and may we trust Thee and
not be afraid, for the best is yet to be. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk,
announced that the Senafe had passed without amendment bill
of the following title:

H.R.11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first
floor of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Cham-
ber of Commerce,

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill
of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House of
Representatives was requested :

S. 4404. An act anthorizing the Secretary of War to transfer
to trustees to be named by the Chamber of Commerce of Co-
lumbia, 8. C., certain lands at Camp Jackson, 8. C.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two House on the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, com-
missions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924,
and for other purposes. The committee of conference have not
agreed upon amendments Nos. 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 25, 29, 30, 31,
32, and 33.

The message also announced that the Senate had concurred
in the amendment of the House to the bill (8. 472) for the relief
of William B. Lancaster, .

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT.

Mr. WOOD of Indiana, from the Committee on Appropria-
tions, presented for printing under the rule a conference report
(H. Rept. 1497) and accompanying statement on the bill (H. R.
13696) making appropriations for the Executive Office and for
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT.

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, I ask that there be taken from
the Speaker's table the Senate bill 4390,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's table Senate bill
4390, a similar House bill having been reported from the House
committee before the Senate bill was received from the Senate.
The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (8. 4390) to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of the
Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922,

Be it enacted, ete., That the last paragraph of seetion 10 of the
Federal reserve act as amended by the act of Fune 3, 1922, is amended
to read as follows:

“No Federal reserve bank shall have authority hereafter to enter into
any contract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank building
of any kind or character, or to authorize the erection of any such build-
f the cost of the Dbuilding proper, exclusive of the cost of the

srmanent cqnigment. furnis , and fixtures, is in excess of
: Provided, That nothing herein shall apply to any bullding

ing,
vaults,
$200,

The SPEAKER.
nized.

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Sears], I believe, wants to amend this bill.

Mr. SEARS. Yes.

Mr., McFADDEN. T yield to the gentleman from Florida for
the purpose of offering his amendment.

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend, on page 2, line 2,
by striking out the word “now " and after the word * construc-
tion " inserting the words “ prior to June 3, 1922.”

In that connection I would like to state that——

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recog-

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SeAns: Amend page 2, line 2, after the
:vord Z hn]ldinﬁ." by striking out the word “ now ” and after the word
scggmction. in the same line, inserting the words “ prior to June

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, I simply desire to say to the
Members of the House that when this bill passed the Senate
Senator FrercHER asked the question whether this bill took care
of the branch bank at Jacksonville, Fla. He was assured that
it did, but it seems the department has some doubt about the
question. I have gone over the matter carefully with the
chairman of the committee [Mr. McFappEN] and also with the
ranking Democratic Member [Mr. Wixgo], and they have agreed
to this amendment in order that there may be no doubt about.
Jacksonville being provided for.

Mr, SNELL. Will the gentleman tell us what this does?

Mr. SEARS. This simply allows the branch bank at Jackson-
ville to come in under the Senate bill which we are now con-
sidering.

Mr. SNELL. What does it do?

Mr. SEARS. This allows the bank to expend not exceeding
$250,000 on the building.

Mr. SNELL. How much additional do they intend spending?

Mr. SEARS. I have not the figures, but my recollection is
the building, office fixtures, vault, and so forth, will not cost
more than $375,000, which I assure the gentleman is very
reasonable. Plans and specifications have already been agreed
upon and the cost estimated.

Mr. WINGO. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEARS. Yes.

Mr. WINGO. The amendment of the gentleman from Florida
means the same thing as the language of the bill; but here is
the reason why we thought best to have him offer the amend-
ment: We are rewriting a provision of the present statute;
we make no change on the matter covered by his amendment,
The proviso is now in the existing law. But one member of
the Federal Reserve Board can not cateh the point that this
bill does not change that provision at all, and we are afraid
some question might arise from a wrong technical construction.
It means the same thing as the present language, but it will
satisfy the viewpoint of one member of the hoard.

Mr. SNELL. I understand there is a limitation now on the
cost of any branch-bank building.

Mr. WINGO. Yes. Under the present law the limit is
$250,000, but it does not exclude vaults and permanent fixtures
and equipment,

Mr. SNELL. That is the amount that could be expended on
one of these branch banks?

Mr, WINGO. Yes. This bill leaves the amount identically
the same, but it is the interpretation of the board that it would
include the permanent vaults and fixtures as a part of the build-
ing. The original idea was that the building itself should not
cost over $250,000 without a specific act of Congress in each
case. This construes it to mean that the building proper should
not exceed that amount. This puts in the language, * exclusive
of the cost of thé vaults, permanent equipment, furnishings,
and fixtures.”

Mr. SNELL. In some buildings those fixtures might be Yery
expensive.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEARS. Yes; for the purpose of asking a question,

Mr. STAFFORD. I do not intend to offer an amendment or
take the floor away from the gentleman who has the floor now.
Will the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. WinGo] or the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappex] inform the House
how many buildings are now in course of construction to which
this amendment applies?

Mr. WINGO. The only one that I recall would he just the
starting of the Jacksonville building. The building at Detroit,
the building at Salt Lake, the building at Little Rock, and the
branch-bank building of Jacksonville that it is contemplated

| will be erected in the immediate future—as soon as this bill

is passed.

Mr. SNELL. Why is not Jacksonville in the same class as
the others?

Mr. WINGO. It is.

Mr. SEARS. To be frank with my colleague, T will say
they have started the excavation there, and the department
said they might construe that as having begun work, « If this
bill passes without amendment, Jacksonville is out.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEARS. Yes,

Mr. GARNER. I understand from the gentleman from

Arkansas that this proposed amendment does not increase the
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opportunity to spend money for erecting bank buildings. I |

am inclined to think that it does.

Mr. SNELL. That is the part I can not get clear,

Mr. GARNER. You can build a $500,000 vault and build
a $250,000 house around it.

Mr. SNELL. What do they usually put info these vaults
and fixtures?

Mr. GARNER. I do mot think the bank should spend too
much money, part of it what I consider the people’s money,
in building buildings. Under this condition could they not
build a $500,000 vault and a $250,000 building around it?

Mr. WINGO. Yes; if they wanted to do that, but I do
not think the gentleman will deny that if there is anybody
who has been insisting on economy in these things it has been
myself. I will tell you why I am for this. I think this will
save the bank some money. 1 thing if yeu permit them to
come in with popgun bills, of which there are three pending in
our eommittee now, they will spend twice as much before they
get through, because if you allow every branch a special anthori-
zation to build a building, with the Congressman from that
district coming and asking for it, T believe it will mean that
not only will the time of the House be taken up, but these banks
will spend more than they will under the general limitation
provided by this bill. That is the reason why I want a gen-
eral limitation.

Mr. SNELL. Why not put the limitation upon the amount
they may spend for vaults and physical equipment?

Mr. WINGO. Beeause it is physically impossible te de-
termine the amount of the cost of the vaults and the basements
in buildings that might be erected in different parts of the
country with different ground and different vault requirements.

Mr. SNELL. I understand that, but ought you not to put on
a limit, so that they could not put a $500,000 vault in a
$250,0000 building?

Mr. WINGO. I have heard no preposition to build a $500,000
vault,

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WINGO. I have not control of the floor. The gentle-

man from Florida has the floor.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. 1 want to put a question to the
gentleman who just made that statement.

Mr. SEARS., Mr. Speaker, this is simply a question of
whether or not Jacksonville shall be permitted to come in
under the same provisions as other braneh banks. If my
amendment is adopted, then the Federal Reserve Board, T am
satisfied, will provide or authorize the Jacksonville building,
as both the House and Senate have indicated it was their
desire this should be done. This is shown by the fact that
last year Senator FrercHER secured the passage of a resolution
- authorizing the expenditure of $400,000 by the branch of Jack-
sonville, but we have been unable te reach this resolution, and
the bill now before us is a compromise, and is entirely satis-
factory if my amendment is adopted.

My colleagues, Jacksonville is a thriving, rapidly-growing,
and progressive eity, with a population of about 150,000. This
gmm-h bank must take care of the State of Florida and alse

'uba.

The directors are safe, sane, and conservative. They could
have built a eostly building before the law of 1922 limiting
the cost was passed, but then labor was high and the price
of material was almost if not prohibitory, and they would not
do so., Now, I am satisfied my colleagues will not punish
them for being eonservative. To ereet a building for s sum
less than provided in this bill will be false economy, for the
building will barely be completed before they will need and
must have a larger and better building and better facilities
for handling the business.

I am satisfied the Federal Reserve Board, broad-minded and
farsighted business men that they arve, will appreciate the re-
quirements of Jacksonville and will permit them to construct
the building which will meet the requirements and which Con-
gress has said they find is absolutely necessary.

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman’s amendment is entirely
satisfactory to the conunittee, and I hope it will be adopted.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield to me five minutes?

Mr. McFADDEN. 1 ask for & vote first on the amendment,

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment..

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Will the gentleman yield to me
to differ an amendment?

Mr., McFADDEN., I have promised to yield to the gentfle-
man from Illinois [Mr. MappENT].

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Just so I am not cut oft. I would
like to offer an amendment,

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
' Ilinois [Mr. MappEN].

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to have a
‘pretty fair understanding about the Federal reserve bank
system. It was never intended that the Federal reserve banks
‘of the United States were going to make a lot of money, but
they have made fabulous profits, and they have invested fabu-
lous sums of money in buildings out of those profits. Instead
of amending bills to authorize them to put up buildings when-
ever and wherever they want to put them up, we should amend
the law to limit the amount that they may earn. That is what
we ought to do. [Applause.] That is what should have been
done long since. Every time the banks show an excess amount
of earnings they should be compelled to reduce the rediscount
rate so as to keep their earnings within reason and thereby give
to the borrowing public of the country an opportunity to get
money at cheaper rates than they have been able to get it.
[Applause.] The purpose of the creation of the Federal reserve
system was to facilitate the transaction of the business of the
country and to furnish credit at the least possible cost. Now,
what do we find? We find that the Federal reserve system has
been allowed to earn unlimited profits, to the very great disad-
vantage of the country, and it ought not to be permitted to con-
tinue to do that longer. The business people of the United
States have gone through a serious period. They have had to
struggle to make both ends meet, but the cost of money has .
continued to keep up, and the Federal reserve system has been
allowed to make profits that are unjustifiable. They have in-
vested these profits-in monumental buildings which they are
using in many cases for other purposes than those of banking.
Now, since we have not had the foresight or the vision to enact
legislation whieh will enable the business people of the country
to borrow money on reasonable ‘terms, the question arises
whether we are still going to adhere to the policy that is per-
mitting excessive profits to be made by the Federal reserve
system, or whether we have sufficient patriotism to see not only
the present but the future needs of the country. Hvery time
the banks charge higher interest rates those increased rates are
reflected in the cost of transacting business, and it should be
our business to do everything that legislation ean do to prevent
the continuation of what I believe to be a very unjust practice.
[Applause.]

Mr. McFADDEN, I yield five minutes to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Winco].

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I am much gratified to have the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappEN] express himself so
strongly in favor of the view which I have long held, namely,
that the affairs of the Federal reserve bank should be bandled
from the standpeint of service instead of profit. The gentle-
man is correct. The eoriginal intentiom was that they should
be banks of service and not banks of profit. I have been
charged as the author of the original limitation of a 6 per cent
dividend that they might earn. I will say to the House that
the situation is such new that I do not think there is going to
be the enormous profit in the future that some gentlemen
think. If the gentleman has an amendment to the Federal
reserve act that he can get by the administration leaders, I
assure him he will have the hearty cooperation of myself and
the other Democratic members of the committee, and some of
the Republican members. That is neither here nor there, how-
ever. We are not now undertaking to do what some gentle-
men think we are. I think gentlemen will remember that the
thing that precipitated the law which we are amending to-day
was extravagant expenditures in Chicago, New York, and else-
where for these buildings. I condemned it then and I con-
demn it now. T do not say it boastingly, but those who differ
with me have bitterly aecused me of being responsible for this
restrictive statute which you are about to amend. That is, we
took away from the Federal Reserve Board the right to fix
the cost of buildings whenever they wish to expend above
$250.000. Congress having taken that discretion away from the
board, then the duty devolves upon Congress to exerecise that
discretion and meet the responsibility, does it not? Has Con-
gress done that? Ever sinee that was enaeted there has been
some contention about it, and we find that in the instance of
some of these branch banks the $250,000 limitation, as ruled
by the attorney of the board, will net permit them to ereet a
building that is necessary, if you imclude the vaults and the
fixtares. The attorney for the board holds that they are a
part of the limitation. All on earth this does is to execlude the
cost of the permanent vaults and fixtures from the limitation
of $250,000. I will tell you why I have agreed to this compro-
mise. I know that one of these branch banks, whieh is power-
ful in this House, will have baek of it one of the str :
blocs in this House, and I believe that if you do not make this
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correction in the general limitation there will be a logrolling
process in the next House that will cause branch bank build-
ings to be erected all over this country at at least twice the
sum that is fixed in the limit in this bill. I believe it is an
economy proposition, because we simply meet the one objec-
tion that is raised and we still hold the building proper down

to $250,000. There is a difference in the cost of vault require-
ments.
Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WINGO. 1 yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MADDEN. I think the limitation is all right. I think
the legislation which limited the amount which should be put
into a building was beneficent, but while we are going on with
this we ought to think about the other thing and pass proper

legislation.
Mr., WINGO. I will gsay to the gentleman that we are work-
ing on that. We have that very question pending in hearings

on a bill, and probably some legislation along that line may
be reported in some of these bills that amend the Federal re-
serve act.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. May I ask the gentleman when
it will be reported? We have had two years on it, have we
not?

Mr. WINGO. On what?

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas.
about.

Mr. WINGO. No;
Senate the otber day.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansgas. Oh, I am talking about the princi-
ple; I am not talking about the bill.

Mr. WINGO, Of course, my colleague ought to be familiar
with what I have been doing along that line. I have been
abused enough in my State for the fight I have made to limit
cextravagant expenditures by these banks, and I have agreed
to the pending bill for the sole reason that I am convinced
it will prevent larger sums in specific building bills for each
branch passed separately.

Mr, SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania yield?

Mr., McFADDEN, Yes.

Mr. SNELL. Can the gentleman give me any information
as to when he expects to call up the validating tax proposi-
tion conference report?

Mr. McFADDEN. The conferees have been working dili-
gently on that proposition. The gentleman realizes what a
complex problem it is. The conferees are making considerable
headway. We had hoped fto get the matter before the House
to-day, and I regret exceedingly that it has not been possible
to do so. I believe that within a few days the conferees will
complete their work and report an agreement to the House.

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman will not eall it before the first
of next week?

Mr. McFADDEN. I would think that it will be physically
impossible to call it up before that time.

Mr. SNELL. I would like fo have an understanding that
we could have a reasonable notice before it will be called up.

Mr. McFADDEN, I shall be very glad to cooperate with
the gentleman in that respect and to see that sufficient notice
is given so that those interested may be here when the report
is called up.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield to me to offer an amendment to a section of the bill and
to offer a new section?

Mr. McFADDEN. I shall be very glad to yield to the gentle-
man to make an explanation, but I do not want to lose the floor.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas, I have never seen explanations
yet cut very much ice here. It is an amendment that I desire
to offer.

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman has not consulted me con-
cerning his amendment, and I do not know what he proposes,
and we are anxious to expedite the passage of this measure.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. All I want to know is whether
the gentleman will or will not.

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is opposed to the passage
of the bill, as I understand it.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Then the gentleman understands
something that I have not said, as far as that is concerned.

Mr. McFADDEN. Is the gentleman in favor of the bill?

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I want to offer an amendment to
the present bill, and I want to offer a new section to it. All I
want to do Is to get an answer to my question. I have no way
of having the gentleman do it.

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is aware of the parlia-
mentary situation. If I yield to the gentleman to offer an
amendment I lose the floor.

On what the gentleman is talking

the bill I referred to just passed the

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I do not want the floor.

Mr. McFADDEN. I am willing that the gentleman shall
discuss his amendment.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. That is not what I want to do.
I do not want to fire blank out in the air. All I want to do is
to offer an amendment to strike out one word in the bill, and
then I want to offer a new section to the bill. I deo not want
to discuss it. I am not playing to the galleries, and I have no
disposition to do that.

Mr, McFADDEN. I regret that I ean not yield to the gen-
tleman for an amendment. I would have been very glad to
discuss the matter with the gentleman had he come to me and
given me an opportunity, but in the absence of any informa-
tion in respect to his amendment I do not feel that I ean yield
to him for that purpose.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I have trotted around here like a
poor boy at a cash auction for a good while, trying to find out
what you are going to do about this. Nobody told me that the
gentleman was going to take up this matter to-day, except what
I found from the Recorp. I realize that I ought to have gone
to the gentleman, but I went to him so much that I did not
want to worry him any more.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do not think
notified.

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania as to the interpretation of the language,
The bill provides—

If the cost of the building proper, exclusive of the \raults. pormn-
nent equipment, furnishings, and fixtures is In excess of $250,00

Mr. McFADDEN. Yes; the cost of the building proper shall
not exceed $250,000.

Mr. BEGG. Will it be interpreted that the four walls are the
cost of the building?

Mr. McFADDEN. Not exclusively. It will include the
foundation and building proper. We interpret that the inten-
tion of the Congress was to limit “lavish expenditure” for
bank buildings.

Mr. BLGG Well, do the inside fixtures represent the excess
of $250,0007

Mr. McFADDEN. Yes

Mr. BEGG. One further question. Is it not entirely possible
to raise the limit of cost of these buildings four or five hundred
thousand dollars?

Mr. McFADDEN. Well, I hardly think so. What we are
trying to do is to put on the brakes but at the same time to
permit adequate banking quarters without extravagance,

Mr. BEGG. I am in sympathy with the gentleman’s idea,
but I am fearful that he is taking the brakes off.

Mr. McFADDEN. I do not believe so. Mr. Speaker, how
much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 35 minutes remaining.

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield two minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. ApPLEBY].

Mr. APPLEBY. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House of
Representatives, as a member of the Banking and Currency
Committee I favor the amendment now before this body. Prior
to the adoption of the bill limiting the costs of branch Federal
reserve bank buildings the sky was the limit for such buildings.
I want to concur in the statement of Mr. Mappex that the Fed-
eral reserve system has been earning too much money and, in
my opinion, returning too little to the stockholders of the
IFFederal reserve banks, To remedy that situation, last July I
introduced an amendment to the Federal reserve act, calling
for a 50-50 division of the net profits of the system, this equal
division to be paid in addition to the 6 per cent now received
by the member banks.

When you take into consideration that banks who are now
members of the Federal reserve system in the various cities
and towns are the only people who ever put any actual money
in the Federal reserve system, they are entitled to more than
$6,000,000 dividends out of the $60,000,000 earned by the Fed-
eral reserve system in 1921,

I further believe that the rates of rediscounting can be
further reduced as suggested by Mr. MappEN.

I am hopeful that my bill will become incorporated in the
Capper bill. Hearings upon both bills are now being held by
the Committee on Banking and Currency. Should the measure
be reported to the House I will present facts and figures to
show that a more equitable division of the net profits should
be made between the Federal reserve system and the individual
stockholders of that system.

I thank you. [Applause.]

Mr, PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. McFADDEN. I move the previous question on the bill
and amendment.

that anybody was
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Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I make the point
of order of no quorum.

The SPEAKER., The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves
the previous question on the bill and amendment, and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas makes the point of order there is no
quorum present. It is clear there is no gquorum present.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of
the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, and
the Clerk will eall the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

Abhernethy Frear Knight Riddick
Anderson Free Kop Rodenberg
Ansorge Fuller Kreider Rose
Anthony Funk Kunz Rossdale
Atkeson Gahn Langley Rucker
Barkley Glynn Larsen, Ga. Ryan
Benham Goodykoontz Layton Sanders, N. Y.
Bixler nl(i Lehlbach Beott, Mich,
Bland, Ind. Graham, Pa, Lyon Scott, Tenn.
Boies Griest McLaughlin, Pa. Shreve

Box Hawes Mead Sisson
Brand Hays Merritt :ilemg
Brennan Herrick Michaelson Smith, Mich.
Britten Himes Mills Stiness
Burke Hogan Mudd Stoll
Cantrill Huck Newton, Minn. Sweet
Carew Hull O’Brien Tague
Chandler, N. Y, Hutchinson Olgg Taylor, Ark.
Classon James Osborne Taylor, Colo.
Clouse Johnson, Miss. Overstreet Taylor, N. J.
Connolly, Pa. Johnson, 8, Dak. Park, Ga, Ten Eyck
Copley Johnson, Wash. Perkins Thorpe
Davis, Minn Jones, Pa. Pou Tillman
Dempsey Kahn Purnell Voigt

Drane Keller Rainey, Ala. Volk
Drewry Kiess Rainey, 111, Ward, N. Y
Dunbar Kindred Ramseyer Wheeler
Dunn King Ransley Winslow
Dyer Kirkpatrick Heber Wise

Echols Kitehin Reed, N. Y. Wood, Ind.
Fitzgerald Kleczka Reed, W. Va. Woodyard

The SPREAKER. Three hundred and three Members have an-
gwered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move that fur-
ther proceedings under the call be dispensed with,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors.

CONTESTED-ELECTION CASE OF GOLOMBIEWSKI 7. RAINEY.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report from
the Committee on Elections No. 2.

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report it by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Lucg, from the Committee on Elections No. 2, submitted a report
on the contested-election case of John Golombiewski v. John W.
Rainey from the fourth congressional district of the State of Illinois.
(Rept. No. 1500.)

The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar.
RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, several days ago
when the time came for the appointment of conferees on the
legislative appropriation bill the name of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Garrivax] was suggested by the Speaker
for one of those positions. At that time the gentleman from
Massachusetts was ill and in consequence absent from the
House, Because of that fact I was put on in his place. As the
gentleman has now sufficiently recovered to be present and as
the conferees have never met, I wish to resign for the purpose
that he may be put on in my stead.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JouN-
s0oN] resigns as a conferee on the legislative bill, and the
Chair appoints the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLI-
van] in his place.

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves the previous ques-
tion on the bill and amendment to final passage.

The previous question was ordered,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time;
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a
motion to recommit,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PARES of Arkansas moves to recommit to the Committee on
Banking and Currency with instructions to report back to the House
\ﬂlt'h the following amendment @

No Federal reserve bank shall have authority to enter into a con-
tract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank building of

LXIV—180

any kind or character, or to aunthorize the erection of any such
building if the cost of the bhuilding proper, exclusive of furnishings
and fixtures, is In excess of $250,000: Provided, That nothi herein
%Ppl to buildin now under construction: And provided fur-
ther, That no Federal reserve bank shall have authority to enter
into any contract or contracts for the erection of buildings for its
head offices or principal banks the total cost of which shall ex
15 per cent of its capital stock and surplus.”

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order——

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
against the motion to recommit.

In the first place, this is a Senate bill, and not a House
bill, and in the second place——

The SPEAKER. Why does that make any difference?

Mr. WINGO. It is not a motion to commit but to recommit,

Mr. McFADDEN. And in addition, Mr. Speaker, it would
change the whole basis from a fixed basis to a percentage
basis and might mean under such conditions the expenditure
of a million or two million dollars on a branch bank building.

The SPEAKER. It does not seem to the Chair that that
would be the case. \

Mr. WINGO. Here is the situation, Mr. Speaker, that I
think the Chair has not yet grasped: Here is a Senate bill
on the Speaker’'s table. The motion of the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Parks] is to recommit it to a committee that
has never had it. He does not offer a motion to refer it to
that committee. The procedure is clear by which you can
handle a Senate bill on the Speaker’s table when it comes up.

Now let us get down to the merits of the amendment. There
are two ways by which you can handle this question of limita-
tion. The gentleman raises the very question now that has
caused all the confusion. Those of us who have been opposed
to extravagant expenditures have fought the percentage basis.
Now, the rule in the pending bill is a uniform rule, applying
to all buildings, with a fixed limit in dollars. The gentleman
in addition includes an ingeniously drawn provision that af-
fects that, This says that no building for a head office—this
biill covers the branch offices, I mean the pending bill—shall
be authorized to cost exceeding 15 per cent of the bank's
capital stock. That changes the basis of existing law, which
does not have the percentage basis in it, for this reason: Sup-
pose you put it on a percentage basis. It would mean that
one bank would have a building that could cost twice what
another would cost. Which basis of limitation will you use?
One is a strict uniform limitation, applying equally to all
buildings. The other is a percentage basis, which would de-
stroy uniformity, which is the object of the bill, and permit one
bank to erect a building at one cost, which might be excessive,
and another bank at another cost.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that the last part of the
gentleman’s point of order is well taken and sustains the point
of order.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers a motion
to recommit, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BraxToN moves to recommit the bill with the following amend-
ment: Page 1, line 10, after the word * proper’ strike out the fol-
lowing : “exclusive of the cost of the vaults, permanent equipment,
furnishings, and fixtures.,”

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
that is the negative of the bill. That is the only new law in
the bill. I assure the gentleman from Texas that that is true.
That is the object of the bill,

Mr. BLANTON. But there is now allowed furnishings and
fixtures in the present Iaw. This changes the present law to
that extent.

Mr. WINGO. No.

Mr. BLANTON.
$250,0007

Mr. WINGO. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. I reoffer my amendment, Mr. Speaker:
On page 1, line 10, strike out the words “ the cost of the vaults.”

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Now you have got it. That is the
very thing.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BLANTON moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency with instructions to report the same back forth-

with, with the following amendment: Page 1, line 10, strike out the
words “ the cost of the vaults.”

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious gquestion on the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas moves th
previous question. 4

The previous question was ordered.

The present law does not mention that.
Is the present law confined to the sum of
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Texas to recommit the bill to the Committee
on Banking and Currency,

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
“noes"” appeared to have it

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, T ask for a division.

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded.

The Houge divided ; and there were—ayes 4, noes 150.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas objects to the
vote on the ground that there is no quorum present. The Chair
will count, [After eounting.] Two hundred and twenty-three
Members; a quorum is present. The “ noes” have it. The mo-
tion to recommit is rejected. The question is on the passage
of the bill

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
“ayes” seemed to have it

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks for a divi-
sion.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 180, noes 7.

So the bill was' passed.

On motion of Mr. McFappeEN, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

CREDITS AND REFUNDS.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move to take up the
bill (H. R. 13775) to amend the revenue act of 1021 in respect
to credits and refunds; and pending that, I would like to ask
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GarNEr] as to his wishes in
regard to the allotment of time. I do not know whether the
gentleman from Texas understood the bill I made a motion on.

Mr. GARNER. I did not. I understand it is in regard to
exchanges. I thought the gentleman was going to call up the
bill with respect to credits and refunds.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. It is the bill (H. R. 13775) to
amend the revenue act with respect to eredits and refunds.
There are & number of Members who want a little time on this
bill. It is a very simple bill. I shall not need very much time
for debate myself. I will ask the gentleman if he will agree
on 30 minutes to a side?

Mr. GARNER. Is this what is known as the refunding bill?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has in mind, perhaps,
the amendment to the sinking fund act. It is net that. It is
the one for refunding claims on taxes.

Mr. GARNER. What time does the gentleman suggest?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. About 30 minutes on a side,

Mr. GARNER. All right.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Towa asks unanimonus
consent that the general debate on this bill be limited to 30
minutes on a side. Is there objection?

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I object.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Iowa that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of H. R. 13775.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mapbex]
will take the chair. [Applause.]

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H. R. 13775) to amend the revenue act of
1921 in respect to credits and refunds, with Mr. MapbpeEN in
the chair.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. LIr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Towa asks unani-
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed
with., Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, there is no occasion at
this time to make any reference to the merits of the condi-
tions which bronght on the great coal strike of last summer.
The fact remains that as a result of it there has been a tre-
mendous shortage of coal all during the present winter., Un-
doubtedly the Members of the House are well aware of the

method of distribution. The Pennsylvania Fuel Commission
rated 60 per cent possible delivery to all customers based on'
the amount of fuel which they received during the past so-
The commission has been endeavoring to

called coal year.
proceed upon that basis during the time that the coal has been
mined since the conclusion of the strike. I think on the whole

the mining industry has lived up to that percentage very well,
because there have been very large supplies both of bituminous
and anthracite coal mined during the past few months. The
difficulty is that in the stress of weather we have recently
been having in New England 60 per cent is not sufficient to
prevent great suflering. But if that 60 per cent can be main-
tained we must in some way provide for the difference and
get along until the emergency passes.

During the past few weeks I have had considerable to do
with the Federal Fuel Distributor, both Mr. Spens and his suc-
cessor, Mr. Wadleigh, and I want to take this occasion to say
that I have never come in contact with Government officials
more anxious to fill their respective positions and to accom-
plish the purpose for which they held those positions than have
these two gentlemen. They have shown a disposition continu-
ously to cooperate to relieve suffering. I have had numerous
communiecations from my section of Massachusetts in reference
to the shortage of the 60 per cent, and where information has
been furnished me relative to the dealers who supplied custom-
ers previously and the number of cars that may have been
shipped by those dealers, the Fuel Distributor here has been
most anxious to see that the quantities go forward to keep
the 60 per cent. So I want to commend these gentlemen for
their efforts in our behalf in this very serious time.

It seems to me all we can expect to do during the present
winter is to avoid this very serious suffering, but we have a
duty to perform in looking to the future to see that such a con-
dition as now exists, particularly in New England this winter,
should not be possible of repetition in the future. I do not
stand for Government ownership, but I do believe in very strict
control over such a great necessity as coal by the Government
in order that there shall nof be excessive prices, that the quan-
tity shall be sufficient for our needs, and that the quality shall
be properly regulated. I think the Government can go that far
and that we ought to go that far.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. T yield to the gentleman {rom Indiana,

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Does the gentleman think we
ought to fix the price of cogl?

Mr. TREADWAY, In that connection I would say that I
have great hopes of the result of the efforts of the Fact Find-
ing Commission appointed last fall by the President under
authority of Congress. The chairman of that board is a yery
eminent engineer and inventor, John Hays Hammond, and as-
sociated with him is such a distinguished citizen as our former
Vice President Marshall. I look to see the recommendations
that that commission may make in its final report a basis on
which we can legislate. As to whether or not it shall include
the point to which fthe gentleman refers, I would prefer to
await the report of that body before making my decision. Such
high prices as to-day exist must be overcome, either by price
fixing or direct control by some authoritative body. Present
conditions reguire positive action.

The whole country is interested, and while our efforts at the
present time are for a day-to-day supply, our next move must
:36 to secure some permanent solution of this most grave prob-
em, :

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska.
Massachusetts yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr, ANDREWS of Nebraska. Does not the gentleman think
we ought to do something to bring down the exorbitant price
of coal?

Mr. TREADWAY, I absolutely agree with the gentleman,
but on that point we must consider this fact: Last autumn
there was made a so-called fair price, ranging from $8 to $12.50
per ton at the mine for anthracite coal. In my remarks I am
referring almost entirely to anthracite, because that is what
we need in our.country. The freight rate from the mining
section to my home town is $4.54 a ton. Consequently if the
fair price for the coal that is being shipped to us in Massa-
chusetts as established by this impartial commission is $12.50
a ton and you add $4.54 to that as the freight rate, the price
of coal at the present time among the dealers with whom I am
familiar, I am glad to say, is not exorbitant and there is no
profiteering in that particular section.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Could we not do something in
reference to bringing down freight rates if the Interstate Com-
merce Commission does not?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; and we can also do something to
bring down the rates which are established as a fair price for
the coal at the mine. In my opinion, that is where the basic
trouble lies, and I strongly hope, as I say, that the Fact Find-
ing Commission will give us information of very great value
for future legislation. Their report ought to be so compre-

Will the gentleman from
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hensive that Congress can readily enact legislation that will
materially reduce prices.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Do not the mine price and the
railroad rate together make this exorbitant charge?

Mr. TREADWAY. Certainly. There is nothing else that I
know of. Of course, the price at the mine must include the
necessary overhead in addition fo the actual cost of mining.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Did not the gentleman in his investiga-
tion come to the conclusion that the inadequate car supply was
one of the big features in this problem, and that the other was
the failure of foreign lines to return their car supplies to the
companies who own them where the fuel is produced?

Mr. TREADWAY. I think both suggestions of the gentle-
man from Alabama are undoubtedly correct as to a part of the
difficulty.

Mr. BANKHEAD. In my opinion, those factors constitute
the prime difficulty in the whole situation, and if the gentle-
man can evolve some system of legislation by which that diffi-
culty can be corrected, he will be a great public benefactor.

Mr. TREADWAY. Undoubtedly that subject will be covered
by the Fact Finding Commission. I have had some occasion to
consult with them and they are deeply interested in the sub-
ject. They realize the importance of the position that they are
holding and the need for thorough inquiry into the subject.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes
more to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty is that the
question is so tremendously intricate and there are so many
different features involved that the people must exercise some
patience. We can not accomplish this tremendous task over-
night. We must have this inquiry made in proper manner,
and the extent to which it goes will, of course, necessitate the
consumption of considerable time.

Mr. BANKHEAD. In line with what I said, I think it is
proper to state that the coal mines in my district are idle at
the present time, from one-third to one-half of the actual pro-
ducing time, absolutely because we can not get cars.

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman will permit, the price of
anthracite at the mines is $8.50. The price that we are paying
in my part of the world is $18 to $22 a ton. I think the
spread there indicates profiteering; and Mr. Wadleigh, whom
the gentleman has very properly quoted, has admitted in
writing to me that there is profiteering. Does not the gentle-
man think we ought to get after the coal profiteers and deal
with that situation?

Mr. TREADWAY. I do. I thoroughly believe in what the
gentleman says, and will gladly join in any efforts that can
be made to reach profiteers, but I hold in my hand a state-
ment which will correct my colleague to a certain extent. He
says that the price of anthracite at the mine is §8.50. I have
a complete list of all of the fair prices issued by Mr. Wadleigh,
ranging from $8.50 to $12.50, and I should be very glad to
insert it in the Recorbp, if desired.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman's colleague has
stated that there has been profiteering in coal, and that the
people of his district have to pay exorbitant prices for coal
The people in Indiana, in the coal regions, are complaining
bitterly about the high prices paid for shoes. Has the gentle-
man made any investigation in respect to that?

Mr. TREADWAY. I can not go into that at this time,
although possibly the profiteering in shoes may result from
local dealers in the gentleman’s section taking unfair advan-
tage of his constituents.

The emergency fuel administrator in Massachusetts has re-
cently sent out a statement, which I have in my hand, to the
effect that the anthracite conditions are greatly improving in
Massachusetts. I do not get any evidence of that, nor do I
think my colleague [Mr. Rocers] does. I think we are short
all of the time, and it ought not to be represented to the people
that conditions are improving.

Mr. ROGERS. The conditions are getting worse.

Mr. TREADWAY. One difficulty I have had is to get the
necessary information from the dealers In coal at home on
whieh to base efforts to cooperate with the Federal Fuel Dis-
tributor here.

Mr, CLAGUE. Can the gentleman give us any information
when the Coal Commission will report?

Mr. TREADWAY. It has made one preliminary report
already. I know nothing about any future report. The re-
port deals largely with bituminous coal, which is not of as
much interest to us in New England as is anthracite.

Extracts from the circular letter of the emergency fuel ad-
ministrator in Massachusetts, to which I have referred, are as
follows:

To all local emergency fuel distributors:

That the position throughout our Commonwealth as respects receipt
of anthracite coal has been improving and continues to improve from
week to week is best indicated by the following table, * * =

Our position, we feel confidenf, is better than many other anthra-
cite-consnmlngﬁﬂtates. and as good as any, and for th{s the public at
large are to strongly commended. * -

ith the anthracite posltion as we see it to-day in our Common-
wealth plus the large amount of bituminous coal and other substitutes
within our borders, so far as the fuel situation 1s concerned, there
should be no unnecessary suffering.

The entire communication is very optimistic. The other side,
directly from the people, is shown in an item appearing in the
Pittsfield (Mass.) Eagle under date of January 30, which I in-
sert herewith :

COAL SHORT IN THRE CITY, SITUATION SERIOUS—EMERGENCY A8 BAD AS
IN WAR TIME, DISTRIBUTOR SAYS—ECONOMY IN USE URGED.

That the fuel situation in Pittsfield is as bad as it was in war time
was asserted to-day by Simon England, acting fuel distributor.

Somehow or other, possibly because now and then a householder sees
a ton of coal delivered at the house of his neighbor, the Impression is
abroad that there is an endless supply of Imrcf ‘coal in the city. The
fact is that there are only a few carloads of the large sizes, f!e SAYSE,
and some of the dealers have none at all. It may be only a question
of time when the city will have to go on a soft-coal basis.

There i8 soft coal in Pittsfield, plenty of it, but numerous disad-
vantages and discomforts attend its use, A great many persons have
something to do except to tend furnace all the time. ut it is better
than nothing—better than freezing. Mr. England urges that people
who have hard coal should exercise the utmost economy In its use—
make what they have go as far as they can. For four days past there
have been no shipments of hard coal into the city and the outlook for
the receipt of any considerable quantity is not fmt. Cooperation in
making the limited guantity of hard coal go as far as it 1 i8 urged
by the distributor.

Bteps are being taken in an effort to ease the situation, which at the
best very bad. Meantime, everyone who has a pound of coal is
asked to husband it as if it were treasure from Tutankhamen's tomb,
It may not be necessary to ask persons who have their supply in to
aharei tl;gugh t:nts expedient has Ecen suggested in cases of fuel short-
ages in ¢ past.
gishes should be sifted and the bits of salvaged coal used over ngain.
Some householders are able to keep their furnaces going all day “ just
on cinders.” Elmergeru:{l requests are flowing In every day ever-
increasing volume and there are many distressing cases.

Yesterday I telegraphed to Mr. England asking if the article
was correct, and this morning I received the following reply:

PiTTSFIELD, MASS,, February 1, 1923,
Hon, ArLex T. TREADWAY,
Washington, D. C.:

Article in Tuesday's Eagle ig correct and situation serious in Pitts-
field. We have about three days' supply anthracite on hand. Your
offer to assist is certainly appreciated by the ple of Pittsfield., Will
wire you at earliest possible moment the numms of cars en route.

SiM0¥ ENGLAND,
Emergency Fuel Administrator,

This information has already been communicated to Mr.
Wadleigh, who assures me of prompt action through his office.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has again exgired.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BranTon].

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the Federal reserve banking
system was one of the greatest legislative gifts given to the
American people under the Wilson administration, for under
it there will never be another financial panie. Yet there are
growing evils now connected with it that must be controlled.
These abuses form about the livest question there is in every
district of the United States to-day, for there is very much
complaint concerning the lavish expenditure of its money in
wasteful extravagance by the Federal reserve banks. It was
said that this money comes from the national banks. It
comes out of the pockets of the borrowing people of the coun-
try. Mention was made of a Federal reserve bank bloc. If
our inaction eoncerning these banks continues as it has been,
and these abuses are not corrected, there will be another kind
of bloe in the Congress before very many days.

On June 3 of this year we passed an amendment to the act
limiting the cost of branch bank buildings to $250,000. That
amendment had hardly gotten cold before these Federal banks
have forced another amendment through this House to-day.
Through a misapprehension of the facts, I imagine many
Members voted for it, thinking it was a restriction rather than
an enlargement, which it is. What does it say concerning the
amendment passed on June 3? It now excludes the cost of
vaults, it excludes the cost of permanent equipment, it ex-
cludes the cost of furnishing, it excludes the cost of fixtures.
In addition to the $250,000 for the building proper there could
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be expended several hundred thousand dollars more for vaults,

permanent improvements, furnishings, and fixtures, It is just
* one more enlargement of that restrieted amendment that we
passed on June 3.

The membership of this House could not get a chance to be
heard on the proposition. The great Committee on Banking
and Currency moved the previous question after yielding 10
or 15 or 20 minutes, possibly, in debate, and thereby closed
the mouth of every Member of this House and gave us no
chance to discuss the matter. That is just the way that every
single amendment concerning the power of the Federal reserve
banks is passed through this House. The time ought soon to
come when this committee brings its measures upon this floor,
when it will see fit to give the membership of the House a
chance to properly consider, discuss, and dissect and under-
stand the provisions of the proposed legislation, so that they
may find out whether they are voting to restrict or enlarge the
powers now possessed. At home in my district the people are
waking up on this proposition. The immense profits which are
being made by this system, which are being distributed in big
salaries and in the elaborately extravagant fixtures, furnish-
ings, and buildings are not in accordance with the desire of
the people generally over the United States. They are waking
up on the proposition. You are going to hear from fhem in
Republican as well as Democratie districts, because it is not
a partisan question. It is a question concerning which the
people of this country are vitally interested. They have a right
to have their representatives on this floor heard when these
measures are passed day after day.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr. LINEBERGER], d

The CHAIRMAN, As the Chair has the time, the gentleman
from Iowa has only 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, we did not have a unanimous-
consent agreement, Objection was made to that. Under the
rules the gentleman from Iowa will have an hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has been assuming that th
time was equally divided. :

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I eontrol the time entirely, with
the understanding that I shall give the gentleman from Texas
what time he desires.

Mr. LINEBERGER, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the Reconb.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, the Ruhr Valley situa-
tion, which I am going to discuss here to-day, is one which
has been very much before the public mind, not only of this
country but of- Europe and the entire world, for the last sev-
eral weeks. The executive committee of the American Le-
gion—representing a fair cross section of the men who fought—
recently adopted a resolution embodying, in my opinion, the
sentiments of 90 per cent of these wha met our late enemies,
the Germans, on the battle flelds of France, and I desire to
read into the Recorp, for the information of the House and of
the country, the resolution to which I have referred:
Resolution passed by the national executive committee, Anrerican

Legion, at Indianapolis, Ind., U. 8. A.,, January 15-16, 1923.

Whereas the Peace Conference following the World War and partici-

ated In by representatives of the majority of the nations of the earth,
?ncludlng the United States, determined, among other things, that
Germany should pay certain reparations; and

Whereas on Agrﬂ 27, 1921, the Reparation Commission in execution
of article 233 of the peace treaty fixed the total amount of repara-
tions due from Germany to all the Allies at 132,000,000,000 gold
marks, which Germany, on May 11, 1921, accepted unconditionally, and
France by angreement of the Allies was to receive B2 per cent of all
rﬂ)uations awarded, including certain deliveries of coal, lumber, and
other payment in kind; and

Whereas within a short time after the acceptance of the reparations
award Germany fell in arrears in the g&yment of money and in the
delivery of material as provided by the treaty, and e people of
Germany began to send out of the country gold, securities, and other
forms of wenlth and to seriously impair if not wreck the whole Ger-
mman financial system for the purpose of avoiding ri[.ulymt. and by
evasion, trickery, and sundry devices sought to deprive France of the
awards made by the Peace Conference and accepted by Germany,
was on January 10, 1923, in default in the delivery of coal and lum-

ber ; and
Whereas for the purpose of securln.f compliance with the terms of
the peace treaty France has now occupied certain territory in the Ruhr

Valley : Therefore be it
Resolved by the nationgl erecutive committee of the American
Lepion in session in the city of Indianopolis, United States of America,
this 15th doy u( January, 1923, That the actlon of France in so occu-
pying said territory was and is justified; that she is endeavoring by
¢ only effective means to colleet a4 debt which the majority of the
nations of the earth have decreed she is justly and pmgerly entitled
to; that we approve her course in the premises and wish her suecess
to the end that the wrongs endured and the dam%’ea suffered by her
ctory enjoyed, and

may to some extent be compensated, the fruits of v
the war stay won; be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Presi-
tates, to the presiding officers of the Senate and

dent of the United

House of Representatives, and to the French ambassador at Washe

ington.
hereas the youth of America in 1917 and 1918 offered all they

had to bring peace, justice, and happiness to the world, and in that
effort cooperated with their stricken allles; and

Whereas, the lives and health of thousands of American boys were
given to that holy eause; and i

Whereas the peoples of the world are now torn and bleeding from
the effects of the war and the consequent fears, distrusts, hates, and
misunderstandings ; and

Whereas the ex-service men of America still long to restore to the
world peace, justice, and happiness, the things for which they fought
and their comrades died; and

Whereas there remains in the heart of every ex-service nmmn the
memory of friendship and eommon service with our allies and also a
desire to be generous to a defeated foe: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That the national executive commlttee of the American
Legion assembled at Indianapolls, Ind., expresses Its hope that the
canse of justice and world tranquillity for which their comrades’ lives
were sacrificed may continue to the good of our great country, and we
respectfully reguest our Government to lend its ald as its good judﬁ-
ment may dictate to abate the world's crisis and assist In the estab-
lishment of peace on earth and good will to men.

Now, in this question of the so-called Ruhr invasion, I recog-
nize the fact that this House as such is not eharged with the
control of our foreign affairs. I recognize that those powers
are primarily vested in the Executive, who, in consultation with
the upper House or Senate, must make all decisions. Notwith-
standing that fact, however, Mr. Chairman, the Members of this
House are deeply and vitally interested in all questions whien
affect international justice and the peace of the world. About
10 days ago, I believe, on January 20, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Lonypox], who from time to time makes very inter-
esting talks here on matters affecting government and polities,
from a Socialist’s standpoint, arose on the floor of this House
to discuss this same situation. At that time the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GArNer] asked the gentleman from New York
this question:

Mr. GArNer, The gentleman said that this country uught to do some-
thing. What wonld the gentleman have this country dot

Mr. Loxpox. 1 would have the American Congress express in kind but
solemn words the desire that the invaded territory evacuated. I
would ask that the President be instructed to mediate. I would urge
the convocation of an international economie conference, 1 belleve
that, in the name of the joint sacrifices made by the United States in
the war, France owes a respectful hearing to the American Congress.
Because France relled for sustenance in her distress on Cezarism, it was
::‘fegzgg_m that saved her; it was the American demoeracy that finally

Now, gentlemen, I do not deny the latter part of the gentle-
man's statement. It was the American Republie, backed by the
American people, which finally threw its weight to the side of
the Allies, which gained the final victory, and for that reason
if for no other America is vitally interested in seeing that the
war stays won. [Applause.] I know the Ruhr area very well,
almost as well as I know the section around Washington. 1
have been there on sundry occasions, both as an Ameriean
soldier and as a civilian, and just a little over a year ago
I was in the Ruhr Valley from Bochum through Hssen to
Ruhrort, as well as in other large industrial towns in that
area. It can be truly said that the Ruhr Valley is the heart
of German industry, and if Germany is to pay the repara-
tions to which she is committed and for which France and
her allies have suffered it is to be expected that they will
largely be extracted from this territory. Now, what is the
situation? Four years after the war we find that the Germans
have paid the French less than $2,000,000,000 gold on reparation,
We find that the French Government has spent almost eight
billion in the reconstruction of their devastated Provinces, and
the work is far from completed, all of which, or practically all,
has been raised by internal taxatien within the French Re-
publie, after four years of war in which they were bled white
in men and resources. Let it be remembered that France lost
the flower of her manhood—1,500,000 in round numbers—and
that her fairest and richest Provinces were plundered, wrecked,
and ravaged from Belfort, near the Swiss border, to the sea.
This does not take into account her wounded and mutilated, the
human wreckage of a war which Germany and not France had
provoked. *“On n'oubliri pas”—One can not forget. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin.

Mr. LINEBERGER. Briefly.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman said that Ger-
many had already paid 2,000,000,000 in gold, Did the gentle-
man mean in gold?

Mr. LINEBERGER. I mean in gold dollars. T am speaking
in dollars. I have translated the amount into dollars.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Does the gentleman mean those
were paid in gold marks, in the actual gold?

Mr. LINEBERGER. No; I did not mean they were actually
paid in gold marks. Most of this has been paid in kind, as
the gentleman well knows; coal and various other commodities
are included.

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. Three hundred and fifty thou-
gand cattle and hogs and 150,000 cars, and much other prop-
erty more than two years ago. 2

Mr, LINEBERGER, But she is still far from reconstitutmg!
the loss which she imposed upon France by her four years
invasion. The reparations obligations have been reduced sev-
eral times and are now 132,000,000,000 gold marks, or about
81,500,000,000 American dollars, for all the Allies. This is a
reduction of over two-thirds of the original amount, and still
Germany trys to evade. France only gets about half of the
reparations.

Mr., SANDERS of Indiana.

Mr. LINEBERGER. Briefly.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, I will say when the gentleman
used the term * gold dollars ” he meant the equivalent in gold
marks?

Mr. LINEBERGER. Yes; the gold mark is worth about 24
cents. Now, the gentleman from New York not only delivered
an address here on the floor of this House but he is quite
active elsewhere. He is certainly within his privileges, if he
sees fit, in making addresses elsewhere, and I said he was
quite active, and I quote from the Washington Times of
January 29, 1923, which says: AL o X

NDON alist Congressman from oW Oor! Epea
ntli’f::et}&h%‘;vihsoﬂub %o-njglﬂ on the invasion of Ruhr—

Which news item referred to an address which he delivered
before the Washington Y. M. C. A. on that date.

In Europe last year I was quite surprised to find that the
addresses in Congress of the gentleman from New York, for
whom personally the Members of this body have nothing but
sympathetic regard although they differ vitally with the
theories which he advocates, were translated into German and
jnto Russian, and that they were used as propaganda from
Berlin to Moscow, and I have no doubt but that the address
which he recently delivered on the Ruhr, delivered from the
floor of this House will go out ultimately in similar form,
and I do not desire that people in this country or in France,
Germany, Russia, or elsewhere in Europe shall for one moment
believe that there is any considerable body of American Con-
gressmen who adhere to or who concur with the ideas pre-
sented by the gentleman from New York on the Ruhr situa-
tion. [Applause.] I want to say to you gentleman, that the
large industrialists of to-day in the Ruhr were the leading
imperialists of yesterday and they are still imperialistic and
monarchistic at heart. As I have been able to judge them
from my conversation and contact with them in Europe should
they succeed in evading their reparations obligations and
thereby cause the French effort in the Rubr to end in failure,
I have no doubt but that their prestigze would be so enhanced
with the German people and with the German Government,
that a reversion to a monarchy with very chauvinistie in-
clinations, would ensue in the very near future.

It shows me that we may have every reason to be inter-
ested in a larger sense in this proposition; at least, in its final
outcome, However, I do not want to be misunderstood or mis-
gqueted and I want to say that I am indeed proud that our admin-
istration—and I do not speak of the administration as a Repub-
lican administration or in any partisan sense—the administration
which has handled the foreign affairs of this country for the
whole American people has taken the attitude which it has
taken, to wit, hands off. We should take no action whatever
which could be interpreted by our late enemies, with whom
we are now at peace, to encourage them in any manner what-
soever in the belief that we will assist them in avoiding their
obligations. For we will not do so. Of this I am sure. I am
also of the opinion that we should take no attitude whatever
to encourage or discourage France. Hers is a peculiar prob-
lem and she understands best in what direction her vital in-
terests lie. Her old comrades in arms follow the ontcome with
sympathetic Interest, but the American Government, at peace
with both nations to the controversy, is pursuing a course
which meets with the approval of its citizens, no matter what
their personal judgment or sentiment may be as to the merits
of the issues at stake. [Applause.] Unhindered, let our old
friend and ally, France, go her way, and if she can collect the
money, so far as T am concerned, I say, “ Bon voyage, and good
luck.” [Applause.]

Mr. KNUTSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINEBERGER, I prefer not to yield. I have only a
short time left. If France can collect her just and lawful debt
of Germany, Americans and all others who believe in justice as
an immutable foundational of principle in the universe should
rejoice, according to my way of thinking, at least; and I want
to place in the REcorp an editorial from the January 29, 1923,

Will the gentleman yield?

issue of the New York Times which reflects a view which
should not be disregarded in shaping our present or future at-
titude in this matter, The editorial is as follows:

WHERE OUR SOLDIERS STAND,
[From the New York Times, Monday, January 29, 1923.]

While cautious statesmanship is neutral or antagonistic as regards
the ocenpation of the Ruhr by France to compel rmany to make a
reparation settlement, the American soldier is declaring himself as one
entitled to be heard. He thinks about the economic cam aign of the
French just as he fought in battle, and he speaks out in the spirit of
the brave old alliance. A few days ago Col. Alvin M. Owsley, national
commander of the American Legion, in an address at Atlantic City, re-
minded his hearers in the Morris Guards Armory that France was try-
ing to collect the debt that public opinion in America at the time of
the Paris conference decided should be paid. He might bhave added
that France was willing to take less than the terms of the bond. Did
the American soldiers who fought in France, and by their might and
valor brought about the victory, condemn the occupation of the Ruhr?
The Leglon commander answered for them, and it may be assumed that
he knew their sentiments:

“1 announce to America that the heart and hand of the American

lon remain with the French Republie.”

t is significant that this positive utterance *aroused storms of
applause.” Colenel Owsley then declared: “ The trouble is that the
enemy has not heard from America since we left the fields of battle.”
That feeling seems to be apmadins throu the country, in the
senge that men think Germany should be made to pay France to the
limit of ability. The seizure of the Ruhr is an attachment of the

of the debtor. It can be dissolved only by a bona fide agreement

0 settle and by prompt payments on account. Another soldier,

eatly honored and esteemed, Maj. Gen. John F. O’Ryan, of the

gvmty—nemth New York Division, has also come out gtrongly for

France. In a talk to the National Guard Association of New York he
used this plain lamlge: ¥

“The manner In which the facts are at times misrepresented and
obscured tends to lead the unthinking and the unstable to shift their

loyalty from the canse of France, which was our cause, to the
ot’ ﬂoﬁt‘tc&l expediency or of business o i oy S

rtunity.
was General O'Ryan’s deliberatgp:pinlon that, ¥ what they
might, the Germans could mnever expiate the crimes F:e! committed
against liberty and painfully accumulated property in the

war, and that they could never make amends for the
ml!(éring they had caused the world. The following were timely .
words :

“In considering the present pol of France it is well to remind
ourselves what some persons are beginning to forget, namely, that the

angulsh and

destruction was not wholli a by-ﬁ:-odu of the waging of battle.
Very la:tgely the rain of ch industry and culture was the
result a_fiendish policy of deliberate and ntific destruetion

which llternj‘l; tore the property to pleces. We saw these things with
our. own eyes.'

France herself has expended billlons of francs in the work of recon-
straction ; Germany comparatively Mttle, in spite of her solemn engage-
ments. France is not h'yig_g to wring an indemmuity from Germany byt
to make collections under the name of reparations to save herself from
ruin. That the German armies endeavored to France induns-
trially during the war is a historic fact. Judging from the context,
General O'Ryan seems to have been speaking for the ex-service men
anfl Il'gr the whole country when he said :

¢ present phase of the strugzle our help is equally

and our responsibility would seem to be equaut{ great. Whether we

are in complete or partial accord with all at France is doing,

whether we are barren of eympathy for Germany, or would forgive

gt?tds tf’orget, the truth is that our active parﬂcipaﬂon is essent at
Sk

Since France took over the Ruhr the German Government has lived

in hope of enlisting the moral inflaence of Ameriea to defeat the
urpose of the French, The moral influence of the American soldiers
t has not reckomed with, but that influence will evidently be thrown
into the scale on the side of France. The war will not have been
finally won until Germany iz held to the reparation debt, admits the
claim, and puts her back inte the work of clearing it off.

Her defense of civilization during those four dark years, when
she was practically bled white, at least entitles her to some
sympathetic consideration. [Applause.] The quiet serenity,
the moderate attitude, the admirable efficiency with which
France has proceeded to her unwelcome task has been the ad-
miration of all who appreciate the obstacles with which she is
confronted. I know it is fashionable just now to say bitter
things about France, but the ex-service men who met the Ger-
mans on the battle fields of France do not care to be fashion-
able.

Germany says she can not pay for the ruin she has wrought,
but meantime her profiteers and munition makers are rolling up
their billions. France says collect from these men. Germany
says she can not do if. France says very well I will help vou.
That is what the occupation of the Ruhr Basin means. It ig
not an invasion of Germany. It is the serving of a writ on
Stinnes, Thyssen, Krupp von Bohlen, and others of their kind.
It is dangerous, but every emergency measure involves danger.
America prays for a peaceful result.

France has waited four years, taxing its people four times as
much as Germany taxed its people.

So far it is evident, however, that the French have carried
out their plans with efliciency and quietness and with a sort
of determined serenity. They have placed their troops in posi-
tions of strategic advantage without flaunting their military
forces. It is reported that the French are concerned to dis-
cover the extent and obstlnacy of the German passive resist-
nace. There has been little or no violence. Within the first
week the only casualties reported were not the result of attacks,
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primarily, by Germans upon the French, but of riots between
two German factions which the French soldiers had to bring
to an end. Up to January 28 the casualties apparently have
been less than have occurred in many a raid of American pro-
hibition officials upon moonshiners or bootleggers.

If Europe is short of coal, it is not the fault of the French
who occupy the Ruhr, but it is the fault of the Germans who
deliberately put out of business the coal region of Lens, besides
destroying industrial machinery of enormous value.

People who are saying that France is going to get nothing
out of this adventure in the Ruhr Valley have failed to indi-
eate how much France was getting out of the alternative she
las been trying for the last four years.

In conclusion, I want to sum up the situation as I see it

It has been clear that if the damage were not thus repaired,
France and not Germany would lose the war,

Yet it has been equally patent for many months that Ger-
many was not paying and did not mean to pay for the damage
she had done, and that if the Allies bad laid upon German
shoulders a burden beyond German capacity, it was equally
plain that the Germans were prepared to avoid and evade all
burden so far as it was humanly possible. It was also mani-
fest that the Germans relied upon the United States and upon
Great Britain to prevent the French from collecting war repa-
rations,

So far France has expended $8,000,000,000 upon her devasta-
tions and war pensions and Germany has paid her not over
a gquarter of this amount. It will be necessary for France to
expend several more billions upon her reconstruction before
ghe can house the people who are still living in temporary
shacks or barracks after four years of peace.

In this situation, what is the position of France? If Ger-
many does not pay eventually, French taxpayers will be bur-
dened with a debt of some ten or twelve billions growing out
of German devastations and the care of French soldiers erip-
pled and mutilated during the war., Germany, by contrast,
has no devastations, and if she escapes paying reparations
will, in addition, avoid a foreign debt, while France remains
bound to pay some seven billions to her allies of the war for
loans.

The treaty of Versailles provided that France shoul® be reim-
bursed for her losses of civilian prop rty, for the destruction
due to German invasion and occupation, and in addition for
the costs of war pensions. I am going to discuss this whole
aspect in a moment, but now I desire to make clear one fact.
The choice for France was not, as seems in America to be
assumed, between reasonable payment—that is, German pay-
ment of sums which might be regarded as possible—and a
gterile insistence upon sums out of the question. The choice
of France was between the occupation of German territory,
which is richly productive, with the possibility of collecting
gomething, and a continuation of the present situation, where
practically nothing is paid by Germany.

It is a profound mistake to argue that France was pre-
gented with an alternative and that she chose the less advan-
tageous course. No proposal was made to France either by
(reat Britain or the United States, much less by Germany,
which would give her even the slightest assurance of receiv-
ing sums which were in any sense adequate, while falling
within the four corners of German capacity.

It is more likely, I believe, that French occupation may lead
the Germans, and particularly the industrial and financial
magnates, to back down and force their Government to make
reasonable proposals accompanled by satisfactory guaranties.
In that case the French occupation may be terminated without
great delay and with no real material loss. This is what the
French themselves hope for and profess to expect.

Undoubtedly this might have been the ouftcome had the
United States not wavered in interest and had the British
loyally supported French policy. But the American and British
courses have manifestly encouraged the German to resist rather
than to pay. And it seems to me, on the whole, not very likely
that there will be any satisfactory German proposal, and, there-
fore, that we are in for a long French occupation, but it is not
France's fault—the fault lies elsewhere in Europe.

The trouble is that some Americans and the British actions
have manifestly encouraged the Germans to resist and to re-
frain from making any such proposals. And it would seem
that, for the moment at least, Germany will continue this
policy of passive resistance, As for an international confer-
ence, it would consider only the question of German payments,
for the French will not now consent to leave the Ruhr until
Germany provides the necessary guaranties for future repara-
tions payments.

To those who are not familiar with, or who have forgotten,
what France suffered at the hands of a victorious Germany in

1871 I would recommend that they read “La dernidre classe"”
(The Last Class) and *“Mon Village” (My Village), both
classics of their kind.

I remind you of the sacred declaration of the Alsatian and
Lorraine deputies at Bordeaux at the moment when Alsace
and Lorraine were torn from the bleeding side of France and
ruthlessly annexed to monarchial Germany.

The oath which they took, thank God, has been vindicated
and the impassioned words then spoken will ring down through
the centuries, These words which are immortal to every patri-
otic Frenchman, are as follows:

Nous jurons, tant pour nous que pour nos enfants et leur descend-

ants de revendiguer eternellements le drolt des Alsaclens et des Lor-
raines de rester membres de la Nation francaise.

Which freely translated says—

We pledge, not only for ourselves but for our children and their
descendants, to revindicate for all time the right of the Alsatians and
the Lorrainers to remain members of the French nation.

Forty-seven years later this pledge was revindicated, and the
great French nation, sober and temperate in victory as in de-
feat, has won its right to live its own life without forever shud-
dering in the shadow of German militarism and German aggres-
sion. [Applaunse.]

The CHAIRMAN.
fornia has expired.

The gentleman from Towa [Mr. GrReex] is recognized.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask to be notified
at the expiration of 10 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Very well.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my re-
marks entirely to the bill which is before the House. This
bill and some others which will follow it are all bills which
are recommended by the Treasury Department. They are de-
signed primarily to aid in the collection of the revenues, and
some of them are very lmportant in the way of increasing the
revenues of the Government.

The particular bill that we have now before us is partly, and
perhaps mostly, in the interest of the taxpayers, although to a
certain extent it is in the interest of the Treasury. I think,
Mr. Chairman, that the explanation given in the letter of the
Secretary of the Treasury, which is found in the report, is as
good as any that can be made, and I will ask that the Clerk
read it in my time,

The Clerk read as follows:

The time of the gentleman from Cali-

TrPASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, January 13, 1923,
Hon. WiLLiam R. Gresx,
Acting Chairman, Commitiee on Ways and Means,
ouse of Represcentatives.

My Duar Mer. GeeEeN: [ have your letter of January 12, requesting
any comments that I may care to offer with reference to a biil
(H. R. 13775) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to credits
and refunds.

The proposed bill amends section 252 of the revenue act of 1921 in
two respects: First, by providing that a refund or credit of income,
war-profits or excess-profits taxes may be made if claim therefor Is
filed h{ the tuxpsger within one year from the time the tax was paid
even thoungh not filed within five years from the time the return was
due, and second, by providing that where a tax is erronecously or
illegally collected from a withholding agent the refund shall be made
to the withholding agent unless the amount of such tax was actually
withheld by the withholding agent.

Section 252 of the reveniue act of 1921 grovldes that no credit or
refund of income, war-profits or excess-profits taxes shall be allowed
after five years from the date when the return was due unless before
the expiration of such five years a claim therefor is filed by the tax-
payer, Rection 3228 of the Revised Statutes, as amended by section
13{5 of the revenue act of 1921, provides that a claim for the refund-
ing or creditiug of any internal-revenue tax erroneously or illegally
collected must be presented to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue
within four years after the payment of such tax. The present ruling
of the Treasury Department is that section 252 of the revenue act
of 1921 and section 8228 of the Revised Btatutes should be read
together, and that a refund or credit of income, war-profits or excess-
¥roﬁts taxes erroneously or illegally collected may be made if claim
herefor was filed within four years after the tax was paid although
not within five years after the return was due. The necessity for a
provislon sllowing the filing of a claim within a given perlod after
the tax is paid, even though not within five years after the return
was due, is apparent. In the case of an additional assessment of
income, war-?ro ta or excess-profits taxes after the expiration of the
five-year period from the time when the return was due, which is
fermissible in cases where the taxpayer has waived his rights under
he statute of limitations, such assessment would be final when made
and the taxpayer would be barred from filing a claim for refund
even to form the basis for a suit at law for the recovery of the taxes
paid. The existing ruling of the Treasury Department, ullow!ug
a taxpayer to file a claim within four years after the tax is pai
even though not within the ﬂve;fear period after the return was due,
Is of very doubtful legality, and consequently it is deemed advisable
to eclarify the situation by means of legislation, and provide un-
equivocally that a claim for refund or credit may be consirﬁarﬂl by the
department if filed within a given period after the tax was pald
even though not within five years from the time the return was due,

For the reasons stated above I ap;t)rove the proposed bill amend-
ing the revenue act of 1921 both as to form and as to substance,

Yours very truly,

A. W. MeLrLox, Seoretary.
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the committee will
gee from the reading of this letter that this bill applies only
to claims for refund that are made more than five years after
the taxes become due. That is, in other words, so far as
anything that the Treasury has before it at the present time
the bill applies only to taxes for the year 1917 that became
due in 1918, as to which the five-year limitation is now running
against the Government and also running against the taxpay-
ers. Now, there are some of those claims that are still un-
settled.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes,

Mr. BURTNESS. Can the gentleman give us any plausible
explanation as to why these claims for 1917 are still unsettled,
and why there is such a vast number of them as there appears
to be?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
very great number at the present time.
finished auditing those for 1917,

Mr. BURTNESS. 1 take it for granted that the gentleman
has about as many inquiries as the usual Member of Congress
has, as to claims arising out of that very year, from his con-
stituents., I understood it is guite a general experience of
Members of Congress at this time to have many inquiries
about the taxes of 1917.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. In a moment. I have had some in-
quiries, and I presume the gentleman from North Dakota has
had some; but that is only a small proportion of the great
number that have been before the department.

I said that most of these claims are.now audited. Some of
them have been only audited recently, and for that reason they
have not yet been settled. The situation is now in this form:
A taxpayer, upon the audit being made, claims that the Gov-
ernment is still taxing him too much. Thereupon the Govern-
ment says, “If you will waive the statute of limitations, we
will examine your claim.” The taxpayer, as a rule, consents,
and then after the expiration of five years the Treasury offi-
cials say to him, “ We have concluded your claim is not good;
you must pay up at once.” The taxpayer has then let the five-
year limitation expire and he has no resource except under this
ruling of the Treasury, which the Secretary of the Treasury
says is of very doubtful legality. I do not think it Is. My own
opinion is that there is no foundation in the law for allowing
the taxpayer four years further after the payment of the claim.
But unless the Treasury so held, he would have no opportunity
to contest what might be an illegal assessment. He would be
compelled to pay at once or submit to execution and penalties,
and have no chance of correction,

We think this would not be fair to the taxpayer. On the
other hand, we think the present ruling of the Treasury puts
the Treasury itself in a bad situation, because it gives the tax-
payer four years after the five-year limitation in which to
make a claim, and the matter might be prolonged in that way
9 or 10 years, which would be a bad thing for the Government.

Now 1 yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman has covered what I
wanted to ask him about.

Mr., LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. We have amended the law extending the
limit five years, which would include 1917, would it not?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Would this preclude a man who filed his
claim before 19207

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; nor would it help him. He
would have a year, I will say to the gentleman, after the time
he paid, as long as the claim comes up within the five-year
period. This will not alter the situation. If it goes beyond the
five-year period, he will have a year from the time he pays in
which to make his claim, which the committee thought was
sufficient.

Mr. LINTHICUM. For example, 4 man’s taxes are being re-
anditéd for 1917, and perhaps he will be found to owe more
than were reported for 1917.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. It may be that he has some set-off, some
elaim for a refund for that year. Will he be able to procure
that refund for 1917 under this act?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. That is one of the important features
of the act, that it permits such an application to be made, and
one of the main purposes of the act was to give him a year
within which to de that thing.

Mr. LINTHICUM. After the reaundit has been made, then
he has an additional year in which to file his claim, as I
understand,

My undersianding is that there is no
They have nearly

Mr. GREEN of Towa. He is given a year from the time that
he makes the payment. When the reaudit is made the Treas-
ary will eall upon him to settle up, but he will still have mm-
other year to ask for a refund.

Mr. LINTHICUM. He has already paid the taxes he thought
he owed for 1917, and then the Government finds that he
owes more taxes.

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

My, LINTHICUM. And he finds that he is entitled to some
refund. Will he have a year after that additional payment
in which to file his claim?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. He will, so far as that payment is
concerned. 'That is one of the main purposes of the bill.

Mr. BURTNESS. Is not this a correct statement of the
sifuation? He will have an additional year in which to file
a claim for a refund of the additional amount which he pays
at the behest of the Internal Revenue Department; but if the
taxpayer believes that the payment he had already made was
larger than it should have been he will not get an additional
year in which to file a claim for refund of that portion whieh
he had previously paid, erronecusly in his contention. In
other words, is not the situation simply this, that if prior to
March 15 the department in auditing the 1917 returns finds
that the taxpayer is ewing $1,000 and it makes a demand for
that amount, and the taxpayer in furn pays that $1,000 on
the 1917 return, then under this bill he will have a year in
which to file a claim for a refund of the $1,000; but if the
taxpayer on verifying his return—checking it over, and so
forth—finds that the auditor is wrong, at least as the tax-
payer thinks, to the extent of $1,500 against him, he can not
file a elaim for the refund of that $1,500.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the payment is made within the
five-year period, or a year before the expiration of the five-year
period, this act will not help him any. It will not put him in
any worse situation, but it will not help him any. He will have
until the expiration of the five-year period in which to make
his claim.

Mr. BURTNESS. The present situation is this, that if the
department finds immediately prior to March 15 that the tax-
payer should have paid a certain amount more than he did pay
on the 1917 return, then without this legislation he has no
recourse whatsoever, because he ean not file a claim for a re-
fund after the five-year period is over, and that is over on
Mareh 15.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. BURTNESS, So in that ease he is entirely up against it,
and this legislation will give him relief in so far as the extra
amount demanded by the department prior to March 15 is eon-
cerned, but will not give him any relief under the conditions
referred to by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LinTHICUM],
where the taxpayer thinks he had paid too much for 1917.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. The eommittee did not see any reason
why he should not file his claim within the five years, and so
we did not think he needed any relief.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have T remaining?

The CHATRMAN. Thirteen minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Texas
a;lg. G4ArnER] 10 minutes, or as much of that time as he may

re,

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, some gentlemen have asked
me questions that bring to my mind a very important matter.
There has been a great deal of criticism of the Treasury De-
partment—and I am not certain that it is not just critigism—
for the reason that they have not got their income and execess
profits tax adjustmenis more nearly up to date. One of my
colleagues asked me why we did not adopt an amendment re-
quiring them to make the adjustment within one year after
payment of the tax. One reagon is because it would be physi-
cally impossible. Another reason is that the adjustments for
the taxable year of 1917 are based upon the values of 1917, and
the department has just recently got those values in shape.
The officials say they can adjust these taxes very fast after
they once get the valuation. I ean understand that fer the
adjustment of the income tax and the excess-profit tax espe-
cially it is absolutely essential that the department should have
the valuation basis to go upon, and they say they are going to
bring them up to date. I asked the Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury why he did not ask Congress for enough meney to put
5,000 or 10,000 men to werk, or whatever number were neces-
sary, and he said he could not utilize them with any degree of
economy on account of the fact that he had not obtained the
valuation basis upon which to adjust them. So mueh for the
apparent negleet of the Treasury Department. ;

This bill contains only these two propositions. One is that
the taxpayer this month is undertaking te settle his adjustment
for 1917, The Treasury Department is not satisfied to close the
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matter in a hurried manner without complete information, and
the taxpayer is not satisfied. So the Treasury Department says,
“If you will waive your rights we will give you another hear-
ing and look into this matter.” The taxpayer says, “All right.”
The Treasury Department says, “If you do not waive your
rights we are going to assess you $100,000 or $1,000,000, as the
case may be, with the right to present a claim later for a re-
fund.” Now, this amendment gives the taxpayer a year to come
in and make his claim. If he paid under protest now he would
possibly be barred on the 15th of March of this year, under a
strict construction of the law.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I have an impression that
as far as the 1917 returns are concerned, if the Treasury De-
partment had not made any reassessment prior to March 15,
1621, the department was barred from making any further levy.
Some time ago—about two years ago—the Treasury Depart-
ment sent around to all corporations blank forms requesting
the taxpayer to waive the statute of limitations which would
expire March 15 of that year. This bill, as I understand, will
give the department the right to make a levy regardless of that.

Mr. GARNER. That is eorrect.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman will allow me, the stat-
ute of limitations will expire the 1st of March, 1923, for 1917.

Mr. STAFFORD. There was one return as to which the
stutute of limitations expired on March 15, and the department
sent around blank forms asking the corporations to waive that.
After that the department could only recover the tax they
claimed through the courts and not by levy.

Mr. GARNER. First they were barred on the 1st of March,
and we extended it to the 15th of March. Let me say to my
friends on both gides of the House that this is a question of
claims against the Government for erroneous taxes, taxes col-
lected illegally, a contest as to how much the taxpayer should

pay.

I do not believe that the membership of the Congress under-
stands this situation with reference to the power that is in one
man's hands. The Secretary of the Treasury literally com-
mands hundreds of millions of dollars—money in his hands
subject to his own discretion. I do not want to say that I
believe for a moment that the Secretary of the Treasury would
abuse that power. I do not think he would. The present
Secretary of the Treasury is a man who would not abuse that
privilege in any way. - Nevertheless there has been consider-
able criticism about so much power resting in one man’s hands.
I know that Members of the House and members of the Ways
and Means Committee are criticising the Treasury Department
now, and we have asked for data for the purpose of ascertain-
ing how much was remitted to certain corporations and individ-
uals in this country. For instance, gentlemen will remember
the other day seeing in the newspaper an account where Cudahy
& Co. had recovered something like $2,000,000 of taxes errone-
ously paid. It is said that some taxpayer down in North Caro-
lina has collected a very large amount.

All these matters, of course, are of rumor and are of a gen-
eral nature. However, there ought to be created in the Treas-
ury Department a sort of court to take the place of the pres-
ent arrangement. As I understand the present arrangement, it
is if a man has paid taxes erroneously or if taxes have been
collected from him that ought not to have been collected he
presents his claim to the Treasury Department. The Treasury
Department then refers it through the Internal Revenue Bu-
reau to a board composed of either seven or nine men, I for-
get which, It is true that they are high-class, well-informed
gentlemen, so far as I know. That board hears the counsel
representing the individual taxpayer or the corporation or the
taxpayer himself without counsel, and there ig a representa-
tive of the Internal Revenue Bureau present. They thrash the
matter out and come to a conclusion as to how much addi-
tlonal tax shall be assessed or how much shall be refunded,
as the case may be. That is a good arrangement, but it so
happens that these young men who compose the appeal board
do not stay there long. They go out and announce that they
are going to practice law in Wall Street, in Chicago, or at some
other place.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mostly in Washington.

Mr. GARNER. And a great many in Washington. One of
them came to my desk to-day and announced that he was going
to practice law in New York. What we need to handle claims
arising out of about three billion dollars worth of taxes a
year is a permanent court, which will have responsibility, and
if necessary the tenure of office should be for a long term of

rs; and then, before this court, let matters between fthe
xpayers and the Government be adjusted. I am not sure
that such a court should not have original jurisdiction with
appeal direct to the Supreme Court. I mention this for the

purpose of calling the attention of the Judiciary Committee to
the advisability of having hearings on the problem with a view
to presenting such legislation as will fit this pressing need. I
do not want to provide the court through the Committee on
Ways and Means. I would rather have the Judiciary Com-
mittee do that. However, if something is not done within a
month or two after the next Congress meets I hope to call the
matter to the attention of the House and to the Committee on
Ways and Means with a view of establishing a permanent
arrangement in the Treasury Department to settle these differ-
ences between the taxpayer and the Government.

ihlldl? MOORE of Virginia. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yiel

Mr. GARNER. Yes,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. How does the gentleman suppose
the amount of claims in a year of the character he is discuss-
ing now compares with the claims that go before the Customs
Court?

Mr. GARNER. The amount of claims before the Court of
Customs Appeals is insignificant compared with the claims I
have mentioned, and yet we have a very important Court of
Customs Appeals. I think It is very essential that we have
such a court, and I think something of the kind ought to be
done here. I am not one of those to pay attention to rumors
here or there with reference to some one having had remitted
$300,000, or some sum, this much or that much, through influ-
ence. One hears things of that kind all of the time. I do
know that the present arrangement is not suitable for perma-
ment retention, My friend from Towa [Mr. GREEN] may say,
“Why did not the Democrats do that when they enacted the
original law?"” When the original law was passed providing
for an income tax nobody ever dreamed that we would have
the enormous tax now being collected, and during the war we
had little time in which to create permanent machinery. The
time has come now, however, when there ought to be something
done to solve the problem, The present arrangement is unsat-
isfactory, in my opinion. We do not want to put it into the
power of one man, I do not care how honest he may be, to
remit a million dollars of back taxes to any man oOr corpora-
tion, That is too much power to put into the hands of any
one man, whether he be a Democrat or a Republican., There
ought to be a court of seven or nine men, whose position should
be permanent—men of the highest type that we can get. I rose
to call this to the attention of the committee in connection with
this amendment proposing to give additional time within which
one can make claims against the Government.

Mr, STAFFORD. Do the hearings before the Committee on
Ways and Means disclose the status of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue in respect to returns for back years?

Mr. GARNER. I do not think they do. My recollection is
that in discussing that matter it was at an informal meeting of
the committee,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has
;:ﬁl;ired. All time has expired; and the Clerk will read the

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ele,, That section 252 of the revenue act of 1921 is
amended to read as follows:

“8ee, 252, That If, upon examination of any return of income
made pursuant to this act, the act of August 5, 1909, entitled *An
act to provide revenue, egualize duties, and encourage the industries
of the United States, and for other gurpnees.' the act of October 3,
1913, entitled ‘ An act to reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue
for the Government, and for other purposes,’ the revenue act of
1016, as amended, the revenue act of 1817, or the revenue act of
1918, it appears that an amount of income, war-profits or excess-

profits tax has been paid in excess of that properly due, then, not-
withstanding the provisions of section 3228 of the Revised Statutes,
the amount of the excess shall be credited against any income, war-
rofits or excess-profits taxes, or installment thereof, then dne from
he taxpayer under any otber return, and any balance of such excess
shall be immediately refunded to the taxpayer: Provided, That no
such credit or refund shall be allowed or made after five years from
the date when the retnrn was due, unless before the expiration of
such five years a claim therefor is filed by the taxpayer, or unless
before the expiration of one year from the time the tax was id a
clalm therefor is filled by the taxpayer: Provided further, at if
upon examination of any return of income made pursuant to the
revenue act of 1917, the revenue act of 1918, or this act, the invested
capital of a taxpayer is decreased by the commissioner, and such
deerease is due to the fact that the taxpayer failed to take adequate
deductions in previous years, with the result that an amount of in-
come tax in excess of that properly due was paid In any previous
year or years, then, notwithstanding any other provision of law and
regardless of the expiration of such 5-year riod, the amount of
such excess shall, without the filing of any claim therefor, be credited
or refunded as provided in this sectlon: And provided [further, That
nothing in this section shall be construed to bar from allowance claims
for refund filed prior to the passage of the revenue act of 1918 under
gubdivision (a) of sectlon 14 of the revemue act of 1918, or filed
prior to the passage of this act under section 252 of the revenue act
1918,
or" Where a tax has been paid under the provisions of section 221
or 237 in excess of that properly due, any refund or credit made
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under, the peoulslons Or bl Se o et anlens ihy maowns
n
E‘;‘“EEE‘? t’:;.x’l £mse augfu:llyuwitﬁhgd by thegw?lf:hhotdinz agent.”

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word. The last clause of the bill has not been ex-
plained. It relates to cases where the tax is paid by a with-
holding agent, and it appears that the withholding agent has
paid the Government too much. There is an ambiguity in the
Jaw so that it is very uncertain as to whom this amount errone-
ously collected should be refunded. The Treasury Department
is uncertain what to do with the money in cases of this kind.
My own view of the law as it stands now is that it provides
that it shall be paid both to the withholding agent and to the
man whom we call the taxpayer, although he was not really
the taxpayer at all. The bill applies only to cases where the
withholding agent under his contract was obliged to pay the
taxes, and subsequently it has been found that the tax assessed
was not due at all. Consequently the man whom we call the
taxpayer is not out of pocket, he has Jost nothing, he is charged
with nothing, and yet the question arises under the law whether
the money does not have to go back to him, and then the with-
holding agent must try to get the money back from him, if
he ever gets the money back at all. This is simply for the pur-
pose of clarifying the law In that respect, and under this para-
graph in such cases it would be pald to the withholding agent.

Mr. TILSON. Could this be made to apply to this state of
affairs? Certain bonds were issued with tax-free covenant
clauses and the gentleman knows——

Mr. GREEN of Jowa. Yes.

Mr. TILSON. When our income tax was first fixed at 2 per

_cent of the normal income, it was then provided that where the
tax-free covenant was taken care of by the debtor—that is, the
person who issued the bonds—he should pay the tax to the Gov-
ernment, and that the bondholder should receive the full amount
of his interest.

Now, the normal rate is 4 per cent. If the gentleman has any
tax-free Government bonds he will find when he goes to get
credit he gets a credit of 2 per cent, but he has to pay to the
Government 4 per cent. The one who issued the bonds agreed
to pay the tax. As the law stands now he pays only 2 per
cent and the gentlemen who were fortunate enough to hold
bonds have to pay 4 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman has expired,

Mr. TILSON. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
have five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Iowa
be extended five minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman will remember the
law only requires the obligor to hold 2 per cent.

Mr. TILSON. That is correct, but if the one who issued the
bonds agreed to pay all the taxes—in other words, if he issued
all his bonds with a tax-free covenant clause—the bondholder
must pay 4 per cent, and yet he gets only credit of 2 per cent
on his income.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is between the party who issued the
bonds and the bondholder.

Mr, TILSON. It is between them, but it seems to me that it
is an injustice to that extent.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, it is a case as to which I am
not prepared to express an opinion, except to say the Govern-
ment has nothing to do with that, and this bill, of course, does
not affect it.

Mr. TILSON. If the debtor promised to pay the entire tax
which is now 4 per cent and pays to the Government only 2
per cent, then the debtor has failed to keep his covenant with
the bondholder.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
ment.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment. Page 2, line 9, strike out the word * immediately.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. BueTNeEss: Page 2, lloe 0, strike out the word
“ jmmediately.”

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, I have offered this amend-
ment solely for the reason that I believe the word *immedi-
ately,” ineluded in the present law and also carried in the bill
we are now considering, means nothing for the reason that I
do not believe that any member of the- Internal Revenue De-
partment—at least, if we are to judge of their understanding
by their action—knows the meaning of the word *immedi-
ately.” If that is the case and if they can not be taught the
meaning of the word, what is the use of continuing it in the

He would be only keeping his agree-

law? T think we are all familiar with the way in which these
proceedings are handled now. When an audit is finally made,
if they find the taxpayer is entitled to a refund he is advised
thereof, and the practice has been that he is invited to file a
claim for refund. The taxpayer files that claim and he be-
lieves that the money coming fo him will be paid him in the
course of a few weeks, for the Government has conceded it has
been wrongfully withheld from the taxpayer. Well, the claim
is filed; the taxpayer waits for several months, but hears
nothing. He then writes the bureau, and about two or three
months after that time the taxpayer gets a letter advising that
investigations are being made as to whether he is owing any-
thing on later returns. After some delay the taxpayer writes
another letter, and the reply comes back something like this—
that in a subsequent year an additional assessment has bheen
made against him for a certain amount, or some installment
is past due. Then the taxpayer looks up his records and finds
he has in fact paid the additional assessment or the amount
that may have been due, that it was paid by him long before,
and so the matter dillydallies along with more correspondence
for perhaps two or three or four years, and the money all of
that time is being held by the Government. It therefore seems
to me that if we eliminate the word * immediately " from tha
law we can not hurt the law, and the taxpayer will have just
as good a chance for getting his money which belongs to him
this side of the Styx with this word eliminated as he has now,

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTNESS. I will.

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman should add other letters there
that the Treasury Department writes, and one of them is that
Congress has not appropriated the money to pay the claim.
Then he ought to have cited another letter which he ought to
read to his constituents, that this Republican administration
and Republican Congress refuses to appropriate money when
there is not a word of truth in it.

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes; there are many letters I could
have added, but could not for lack of time; but the gentleman
from Texas knows most of these letters come after a period of
years during which time the Democrats were in control, and
that the Democratic administration had three or four years in
which to complete——

Mr. GARNER. It is claimed that it is because a Republican
Congress declines to make the appropriation——

Mr. BURTNESS. 1 realize that a letter always comes re-
ferring to lack of appropriations, and that is usually the last
letter to the taxpayer, but before that letter ever reaches him
he is vexed with three or four which I had not time to detail
at all.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
yvield?

Mr. BURTNESS. Certainly.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman might have called at-
tention to other matters of which he is probably unaware. One
is that recently the administration has made an important
change with reference to the rule of the Demoecratic adminis-
tration; and on December 16 the rule was established that
where it was claimed that the department found that there was
a refund due, it was not necessary to file a claim for refund,
but it should be repaid immediately and forthwith.

Mr. BURTNESS, In that respect I thank goodness, the ad-
ministration, or anybody having to do with the ruling that they
are finally able to do away with the foolish and ridiculous rule
that where a man has a valld claim conceded and audited to
be such by the Government that he must flle a claim for re-
fund. It seems to me when he has already——

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman from North
Dakota has expired.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Dakota?

There was no objection,

Mr. BURTNESS. All that should be necessary, it seems to
me, is that the refund should be made when ascertainment of
overpayment is made, without the necessity of the man filing
any claim for refund. The taxpayer should get his money. An-
other thing that I might supplement to the statement of the
gentleman from Iowa is this: That possibly some of the pivotal
points in the bureau, held so long by leading members of the
Democratic Party, might some day be changed with value to
the taxpayers.

Mr. BANKHEAD., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD: I remember a distinguished Senator once
offered a facetious bone-dry amendment in the Senate of the

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
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United States, and it was adopted. The gentleman’s amendment
here might for some reason be adopted, and I am afraid he
might get into trouble if we took him at his word. [Laughter.]

Mr, BURTNESS. The House will have to take care of that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr, GrEEN]
Is recognized.

AMr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle-
man’s amendment is offered more in a facetious sense than
seriously. 23

The CHATRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with-
out amendment, with the recommendation that it do pass.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa moves that the
committee do now rise and report the bill back to the House
with the recommendation that it do pass. The question is on
agreeing to that motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committeé rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Mappex, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R.
18775) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to credits
and refunds, had directed him to report the same back to the
House without amendment, with the recommendation that it

ass,
doTphes SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr., Greex of Iowa, a motion to reconsider the
yote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, House bill 13878, for
which this bill was substituted this morning, will be laid on
the table,

There was no objection.

EXCHANGE OF PROPERTY.

Mr. GREEN of ITowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the comsideration of the bill (H. R. 13774)
to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respeet to exchanges of
property ; and, pending that motion, I will ask the gentieman
from Texas if we can agree as to time?

Mr. GARNER. Is that the exchange bill?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Yes. i

Mr. GARNER. How would 20 minutes or 30 minutes on
a side do?

Mr. GREEN of Towa.
at least, on a side,

Mr. GARNER. Is that the hill to which the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForoNEY] is going to offer an amendment?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; this is the bill to which the
gentleman from Michigan is going to offer an amendment.

Mr. GARNER. Let us have 30 minutes to a side; not ex-
ceeding 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent that the general debate shall not exceed one hour, one
half to be controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gag-
wER] and the other half by himself. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Iowa, that the House resolve itself into
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the consideration of the bill H. R. 13774,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Hus-
tED] will please take the chair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 183774) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in
respect to exchanges of property, with Mr, Hustep in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House ig in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R. 18774, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 18377T4) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to
exchanges of property.

Mr. GREEN of Towa.

I think we ought to have 30 minutes,

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from lowa asks unani-
mous consent that the first reading of the bl be dispensed with.
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Litrre].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kanpsas is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chalrman, under date of April 10, 1921,
the Hon. W. C. Herron, * attorney,” * for the Attorney General,”
wrote the chairman of the House Committee on Revision of
the Laws that he had made careful examination of all of the
sections of H. R. 12 which relate in any way to eriminal law or
criminal procedure, and had found “no errors or omissions.
February 5, 1621, Attorney General Palmer wrote with regard
to that material that * there is no criticism to offer on behalf
of this department.” You will see that two administrations
have given to the criminal code and criminal procedure in
H. R. 12 their approval and a clean bill of health. There is
no room for eriticism of any portion of the law which comes to
the attention of the Department of Justice. That feature of the
bill is perfect. On March 4, 1921, and in other letters, and to
me personally, Judge Jacob Trieber, of the United States Dis-
trict Court of Arkansas, a very distinguished lawyer and law
writer, has given similar approval to that part of H R 12
which refers to the judiciary. Probably no bill ever presented
to the House has received a more thorough indorsement from
the highest sources than these parts of H. R. 12.

In the early days of the work on this bill the War Depart-
ment made a thorough study of it and pointed out two errors,
which we corrected, and discovered in their own ecollection of
their laws 27 sections omitted, which they were glad to have,
In January, 1921, a young gentleman offered quite a number of
criticisms, which were so thoroughly disposed of by the re-
visers that Secretary of War Baker withdrew them and wrote
a full and complete indorsement of the bill and gave it his
highest approval.

Here is a letter I received from a judge in Arkansas:

UniTEp STATES DISTRICT JUDGE’S CHAMBERS,

EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANBAS,
Little Rock, Ark., March 24, 1921,
My Drip Me. LiTTLE:
- L] - L - - Ld

I am going over your act as I find time, but confiuinf; myself solely
to the title of the judiciary. I can not express my admiration for this
work. People, especially the bench and bar, owe you a debt of
gratitnde which can never be repald. How youn found time with your
other congressional duties to do this work I am unable to understand.
I have read in the CoNerEsSsSIONAL REcomrp your remarks when you
Elrmented your report on the act, and also the remarks made by other

embers of the House, which show that your work is being appre-
ciated by the Members who have examined it. You are entirely too
modest in claiming credit for your work.

I hope that some day in the near future I may have the pleasure
of meeting iou in person, that I may express to you my admiration
for this work.

With very highest regards, I am,

Yours sincerely,
Jacos. TRIERER,
United States Distriet Judge.

I call attention to letters from Attorney General Palmer and
from Mr. W. C. Herron, of the present Attorney General's office,
Mr. Taft's brother-in-law. I ask that the Clerk read them.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mpr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LITTLE. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am almost as much interested in
the bill as my friend is. I will ask him if he hag ascertained
whether there is any prospect at all of action at the other end
of the Capitol?

Mr. LITTLE. I think there is. I will find out.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the letters indlicated.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D. 0., February 5, 1921.

Hon. Josian 0. WoLCOTT,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My DEAR BENATOR :
L] -

L L L] L ] -

In reply I beg to advise you that the only portions of this bill sub~
mitted to this department were section 965 to section 1612 relating
to the judiciary, and section 503 to section 0651 relating to the De-
partment of Justice.

80 far as such portion of the bill is concerned there is no ecriticism
to offer on behalf of this department.

tfully, A. MITCHELL PALMER,
Attorney General,

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the Clerk also to
read the next one.
The Clerk read as fellows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICH,
Washington, D. 0., August 10, 1921,
Hon, E. C. LITTLE

y an, Committee on Revision of Laws, House of Representatives,

Deir Sin: I bave the homor to acknowledge receipt of your letter of
August 1, sending a copy of H. R, 12, to establish a code of laws of
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the United States, and asking me to look over it and advise you of any
views I may have in regard to it.
The sections which seem to relate in any way to the criminal law or
criminal procedure have been carefully examined, and, so far as it is
ssible to discover from such an examination, mo errors or omissions
ave been noted.
L ] L3 - L] L] L L

Respectfully, W. C. HErRrON, Aftorney
(For the Attorney General).

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LITTLE. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BRIGGS. Has not the gentleman also received indorse-
ments from the great publishing houses, like the West Publish-
ing Co. and the Edgar Thompson Publishing Co.?

Mr. LITTLE. Very fine ones. I am going to present to-day
a series of department indorsements. I will ask the Clerk to
read the letter from Secretary of War Baker.

The Clerk read as follows:

WaAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, January 21, 1921,
Hon. EpwaArp C. LITTLE, :
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mg, LITTLE: I have received your letter of January 19
and am delighted to have the marked copies of committee reports which
you incl Senator Carpenter's speech, to which you direct my
attention, of course correctly states the answer to the difficulty alwa{s
raised in the enactment of a t plece of codifying legislation. If
we wait until perfection is achieved and the possibility of error re-
moved, we never get the code. In the meantime, practicing lawyers,
judges, and district attorneys all over the United States are making
vasfly many more errors by reason of the fact that they have to rely
upon’ an uncodified mass of legislative enactment, throngh which it is
impossible, even with the greatest industry, to trace out the existing
state of law.

Cordlally yours,
NewToN D). BAKER, Secretary of War,

Mr. LITTLE. Herewith I present a letter of April 7, 1922,
from Hon. Edwin 8. Booth, Solicitor of the Department of
the Interior. This letter presents thoroughly and clearly the
approval of that department of H. R. 12 and the reasons why
every sound lawyer wishes the bill to be passed at the earliest
possible moment.

The Clerk read as follows:

BOLICITOR OF INTERIOR SAYS CODE SHOULD PASS WITHOUT AMENDMENT.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SoLICITOR,
Washington, April 7, 1922,
Hon. Epwarp C. Lrrrie,
Commitice on Revision of Laws, House of Representatives
: Washington, D. 0.

My Deir Me. Lirree: I am in receipt of your letter of the 5th
ingtant, requesting my views in relation to H. R. 12. This Pmpoaed
bill has been before the department for some time, and I think with
very few exceptions no objJection has been made thereto.

As 1 understand the proposed legislation, it is merely a compilation
of the present existing laws and does not purport to contaln new legis-
lation. I have not gone over the matter with the idea of suggesting
corrections for the reason that in my oginion it is very advisable that
the present laws be consolidated and brought into some one volume
where they will be easy of access. As it Is at the present time, many
enactments of Congress are contained in different volumes and, as you
appreciate, may sometimes be very easily overlooked. I am of ‘the
opinion that if Congress will enact the proposed bill and thus get
into a workable condition the present existing laws, that the future
Congresses can then make such amendments as may be deemed proper
in a much more satisfactory manner.

I trust you will pardon a few personal observations in relation to
this character of legislation. It happened to be my privilege to be
chairman of the legislative committee of Montana on two different
occasions when the question of codification, consolidation, and revision
of the then existing laws was before the legislative assembly. I found
that it was impractical and almost impossible to undertake to make
amendments and to get the legislative assembly to approve them, and
in both instances our committee recommended, and the legislative as-
sembly pursued, this course and adopted the report of the commitiee
appointed to complle the existing laws without amendments, leaving
to the socceeding legislative assemblies the corrections that might seem
best. This method we found so satisfactory that at the last work of
the assembly in complling the laws of Montana we adopted the same
course. For these reasons I am strongly of the opinion that H, R. 12
should be passed withont any amendment other than those which
the committee itself might report, and thus get into some practicable
workable shape the l?rlesent existing Inws covering the several matters

i

of public concern. ieving as I do, I am not making any su tions
of proposed amendments and hope and trust that thls legislation will
pass at an early date, as it will, in my judgment, be of incalculable

value to all concerned,

Very truly yours, EpwiIN 8. Boorn, Salicitor.

In the spring of 1922 the Department of Agriculture was
asked whether it had any further suggestions, although it had
long since carefully canvassed the bill and its suggestions had
been accepted wherever they were necessary, They made some
further suggestions, which were disposed of, as will be seen by
the following letter from the Secretary of Agrienlture. As you
will see by reading the Secretary's letter, here is another abso-
Iute indorsement of the correctness of the bill from another de-
partment. I ask the Clerk to read it.

The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, April 18, 1922,
Hon. RicHARD P, ErNST,
United States Senate.

MY Dear SEXATOR ERNST:

2 L - - L - - -

In a conference between Colonel LiTTLE and the solicitor of the depart-
ment yesterday the department’s report fo you of December 16 last
was carefully gone over, resulting in Colonel Little’s concurrence in
estions with reference to the following sections of the bill:

4866, 5055, 5051, 5061, 5249, 5258, 5282, 5209, 5300, 5320, 677,
7187, 7323, 7326, 8868, 048D, 0497, 10326, and 3344.

1 understand that Colonel LitrLE will take up with you the necessary
action to effect the changes in the above-stated =ections suggested by
the department,

The remaining sections of the bill upon which I reported to you
mal.iy stand as they appear in the bill.

he department realizes very keenly the enormous task involved in
the preparation of this bill, and the only wonder is that it is so generally
free from errors and omissions. It is also realized, as Colonel LiTTLE
suggests, that it is practieally impossible to enact a bill of this kind
which will be perfect in every res?ect. That result seems never to
have been accomplished in any revision of the laws which has ever yet
been undertaken. It seems to me that it is better to have a consolida-
tion of the laws with a few errors which can be corrected by supple-
mental legislation when discovered than to delay the consolidation
indefinitely, striving for perfection which it is more than probable
never could be attalned.

Very respectfully, Hexry C. WALLACE, Secrefary.

The CHATIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman give me five minutes
more?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Will the gentleman from Texas yield
to the gentleman from Kansas five minutes?

Mr. GARNER. I have 30 minutes, have I not?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas five
minutes.

Mr. LITTLE, I thank the gentleman from Texas. In the
years of the work on this bill the State Department has made
and seen accepted guite a number of its suggestions, and in
November, 1922, they were asked by another committee whether
they had any objections to make and the recipient got the idea
or expressed the opinion that the Secretary had taken excep-
tion to the law set out by H. R. 12 with 1-gard to ambassa-
dors, Accordingly, I present herewith a letter of January 27,
1923, from the Secretary of State which clears up that. You
will notice that in the letter he says that on December 7, 1922,
when he sent to Senator Erxst a memorandum prepared when
H. R. 9389 was under discussion in 1920, he said that he had
advised the Senator on December 7, 1922, that “the depart-
ment at that time had no additional suggestions to offer con-
cerning the sections covered by that memorandum.” This
memorandum is the subject of his letter, and as it was in ref-
erence to the bill in the Sixty-sixth Congress, of course it had
long since been disposed of, and on December 7, 1922, the de-
partment had *“no additional suggestions.” Here's another
clearance paper for H. R. 12 from another department with
which I present a brief letter from the chairman of the House
committee addressed to the Secretary of State in reply.

I will ask the Clerk to read the letter from Secretary Hughes
and my reply.

The Clerk read as follows:

my s
837

DEVARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, January 27, 1921

My Drar Mg. Lirrre: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your letter of January 23, 1923, in which {ou state that in a
communication dated November 22, 1922, to which no written reply
has been received, you advised the department of the attitude of
the House Committee on Revision of the Laws regarding certain WE-
gestions which the department had made concerning sections 3214,
3221, and 8222 of bill H. R. 12, and that you understood that the
department concurred in the view of the comurittee. You add that
Senator ErNST, chairman of the Senate Committee on Revision of the
Laws, has informed you of the receipt from the department of a
communication criticlzing sections 3221 and 3222 of the bill, and
inclose a statement of the law as understood by your commrittee, con-
cerning which you desire the department's comments,

I beg to inform you that in response to a communication dated
November 10, 1922, from Senator ErNST, requesting that the depart-
ment give to the Senate Comnrittee on Revision of the Laws the
benefit of any suggestions it might desire to make concerning bill
H. B. 12, the department on December 7, 1922, stated that at the
time bill H. R. 9389 was recelving the consideration of the House
committee a memorandum had been prepared in response to a request
from you containing brief comments on certain sections of the bill,
A copy of the memorandunr was transmitted to Senator Erxst for
the information of the Senate committee, and he was advised that
the department at that time had no additional suggestlons to offer
concerning the sections covered by that memorandum.

It is observed that the title of H. R. 12 is “A bill to consolidate,
codify, revise, and reenact the general and permanent laws of the
United States in force March 4, 1919, At the time the department’'s
memorandum was prepared it was assumed that it was within the
scope of the work of your committee in revising the laws of the
Unﬂ’e&l States to make all the changes suggested in the memorandum.
In any event It was thought desirable to give your comrmittee the
benefit of such suggestions as occurred to the department with re-
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speet to the sections covered by the memorandum. The question,
however, whether the scope of.the work of the committee in revising
the laws of the United States would permit the adoption of the sug-
gestions which the department made concerning sections 3221 and
3222 of the bill (none was made respecting section 3214) is obviousl
a matter for determination by the conrmittee, concerning which
would not feel free to express an opinion.

I have noted your statement that after the bill becomes a law
yon intend to suggest to the department that an amendment be pre-
pared for the purpose of correcting such inaccuracies as may appear.

1 am, my dear Mr. LirTLE,

{"ery sincerely yours, CHarLEs E. HUGHES.

JAxuamy 28, 1923,

Hon. CHArLES E. HUGHES
Seeretary of State, Washington, D. C.

My Drar MR. SECRETARY : Replying to your favor of the 27th
answering my letter of the 23d, I note that on December 7, 1922, the
department, in response to a communication from BSenator ERNST
dated November 10, 19822, sent him “a copy of a memorandum " and
stated that “at the time H. R. 9389 was receiving consideration in
the House a memorandum had been(?repa_red in response to a request
from the Chairman of the House Committee on HRevision coutaining
brief comments on certain sections of that bill” and * that the depart-
ment had no additional suggestions to offer concerning the sections
covered by that memorandum.”

1 write to inquire whether you will kindly send me a copy of the
memorandum that you forwarded him December 7, with the date
thereof. H. R. 93 gsed the House December 20, 1920, and the
memoranda with regard to that were long since utilized.

I note gour remark that you sng, “1 have noted your statement that
after the bill becomes a law you intend to suggest to the department that
an amendment be prepared for the purpose of correcting such inaccura-
cies as may appear.” I presume you refer to my letter of April 11,
1922, in whi I sald, “Our plan is simply to prepare a bill that

contains the present law without an chanize whatever, This bill is
- mow the law, and if it passes the Senate it becomes a law, and we
will then have something to begin with, doing away with the pust
confusion. Our committee will them bring in a bill suggesting some
changes correcting what appear to be errors in the present law.” I
was not rel‘errmﬁ to inaccuracies in our bill but the errors in the

resent law, such perhaps as may exist with regard to these min-
sters and ambassadors, but which are errors by Congress—not in

this bill.

Before the old Revised Statutes were fully printed a bill was
passed correcting 34 mistakes in it, and two years later a bill was
enacted which corrected 242 imperfections in the old Revised Statutes.
In my bill to establish a code I have supplied 60 omissions in the
Revised Statutes which still remain, If we adhere to the precedent
set by the Revised Statutes people, we will, as you suggest, introduce
a bill to correct our mistakes if any there be.” I suppose we ought
to adhere to that precedent, should we not? Our book is three times
a8 large as was theirs, and if we adhered to their percentige of mis-
takes we would have over a thousand to correct, and with all the
nervous assistance of young gentlemen admitted to the bar here and
there and people who want us to omit the law to make easy their
socin]l duties we have been only able to locate 66 instead of over a
thousand. I am glad you feel that what the committee did was just
what it should have done,

Very sincerely yours, E. C. LiTTLE.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.
Mr. LITTLE. May I have two minutes more?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman two minutes
more.

Mr. LITTLE., I wish the Clerk to read a letter from John
Wigmore, I might say that I have a letter from John Davis,
president of the American Bar Association, expressing the
earnest hope that this bill will pass.

The Clerk read as follows:
JANUARY 15, 1923,
Hon. Ricairp P, ERNST,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. O.
Mx Drag SegxaTor: I have been ver
proceed to the prompt enactment o

hopeful that the Senate would
the new United States Cod

gansedegi the Honse a year ago last April. During the past year
ave u the copy of it in preparing a new edition of mi reatise on
Evidence, and have been through every page of the work and find it

entirely satisfactory.
For 20 months it has lain in the hands of your committee. Is there
any reavson that you care to give explaining the delay? = .

truly yours,
o W (Signed) Joan H. WIGMORE.

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Wigmore is the greatest law writer in the
world. I asked the gentleman who received that letter about
it, and his reply was that Mr, Wigmore never had read it; that
he could not have done it; that he was a damned liar. [Laugh-
ter.] 1 just leave that with you. If I had the time, I wonld
like to express my views on that.

I present here a letter of December 18, 1922, from the
Solicitor of the Department of Labor, which makes it clear that
the department and the House committee have fully agreed on
the bill and the department has no criticisms:

DEPARTMENT 0F LABOR,
OFricE oF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, December 18, 1928,
Hon. Epwarn C. Lartie, M. C.,
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.
My Dear MR, LITTLE :
-

- L] - - Ld -

In the report of this office of December 12, 1922, to the Secretary
of Labor in re H. R. 12, this office has stated to the Secretarg that
Senator ErRNST may be advised that all the changes suggested ¥y the
reaﬁort of thls office of April 1, 1921, in re H. R. 9380 have been
taken care of in H, R. 12, with the exception of a few, and as to

these u have in a conference with a representative of this office
recen stated that you would offer an amendment to the present
bill to take care of these suggested clmnﬁs. and that, therefore,

R. 12 to be made to
Taeopore G. Risuey, Solicitor,

The beginning of our suggestions from the Treasury came
in the form of insisting that we should reprint the executed law
which authorized them to issue something like a billion dollars’
worth of Liberty bonds. Their criticism was somewhat severe.
As they had issued the bonds and could not issue another
billion, the committee decided to avoid complications by not
reenacting the law which was executed and done for. The fear
of the Secretary that this would injure the legality of a billion
dollars of bonds seemed to be without ground, and after ex-
plaining it to him the Secretary did not think it was practieal
to give me the name of his attorney. Subsequent correspond-
ence with that department was very helpful and harmonious,
and we know of no suggestions of error from that depart-
ment since that time, and as far as we have learned they have
no criticisms to offer. All suggestions which the revisers and
the committee found correct were followed, and with the
approval of the department, as far as we can learn.

Under date of April 12, 1922, the committee received a letter
from the Hon. D. H. Blair, Commissioner of Internal Revenue,
which I tender herewith, in which he answers our letter of in-
quiry as to whether he had any suggestions. He called atten-
tion to the fact that there had been much change in the internal
revenue law since March 4, 1919, which is the date up to which
this bill goes, and gives us to understand he had no suggestions,
except that if the committee should decide to endeavor to
bring the bill up past March 4, 1919, he would be very glad to
assist in that work. The letter is as follows:

TREASURY DIPAHTHINT.

OrFice oF COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVEXUE,
Washington, April 12, 1922,

there are no suggestions as to chan, in
Senator Er~sT. s
Yery truly yours,

Hon. Epwarp C. LITTLE,
House of Representatives.

My Dear CoNGRESSMAN : Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of
April 5, 1922, addressed to the Solicitor of Internal Revenue, nest-
ing any suggestions which he may have to offer with respect to H. R,
12, which passed the House of Representatives on May 16, 1921.

The gsolicitor has been requested to review the ification in a de-
tailed manner in order that you may bave the benefit of any suggestions
or criticisms which may be offered. You will nnderstand that the reve-
nue act of 1921, which was e¢nacted subsequent to the ipaasage by the
House of Representatives of the bill to consolidate, codify, revise, and
reenact the séenernl and permanent laws of the United States in force
March 4, 1919, made some very material changes in the assessment,
collection, and refunding of taxes for prior years and the bringing of
suits or other proceed nfs by or against taxpayers, In fact, the
cha are so vital and far-reaching that many sections of your pro-
posed code have been practically superseded. In view of the fact that
the codification proposed attempts only to cover laws enacted prior to
March 4, 1919, you may not be interested in the new and vital changes,
but in the event it is gfur desire to make your codification more com-
prehensive, I should pleased to render you any assistance which
may besfmmeii advisable in connection therewith.

neerely,
A D. H. Brair, Commissioner.

In the spring of 1922, prior to the passage of H. R. 12, the
committee inquired of the Department of Commerce for sug-
gestions. That department called our attention to one section
only to which they suggested some change. As the revisers had
given it particular attention, they thought it was right as it
was and is. However, the solicitor showed such an earnest
and sincere interest in the proposed legislation, and his depart-
ment was so familiar, of course, with the law under that head,
that the committee told him that if the Department of Com-
merce would prepare that one section just as they felt the law
was, and state that that was the law, the committee would
accept that amendment and urge the BSenate committee to
adopt it, providing it was not seriously wide of the mark in
our judgment. They did not see fit to accept our suggestion
and have offered no further eriticism.

In the spring of 1921, in response to our inquiry, Postmaster
General Burleson said a few slight errors had been found, and
a correction would be tendered. I present herewith his letter
and a letter of January 21, 1923. I received from the acting
solicitor a dozen or so suggestions made by the Post Office
Department November 235, 1922, which for the most part had
all been long since presented to the House committee and
passed on. The criticisms they suggested with regard to
H. R. 9389 were carefully studied and all the proper correc-
tions made in H. R. 12, so that after personal conference with
the solicitor’s department, many months ago, I was assured
that their part of the work was entirely satisfactory, and
they had no further criticisms to offer. Evidently some other
lawyer remade a few of them in November, and I call your
attention to the situation with regard to them, having gone
into detail, that you may see just exactly what the ecriticisms
are which confront us in January, 1923, on a bill which passed
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the House December 20, 1920, more than three years ago. If
there should be among them some suggestions which are valu-
able and correct, it is to be hoped that the committee now in
charge of the bill is gunite competent to make them. I should
think that it would reguire probably 24 hours’ work to make
the examination if one were unaccustomed to the work. The
gentleman to whom it was assigned by the House committee
on this 1st day of February, 1923, was compelled to put in 45
minutes' careful analysis of that work.
The letters of the Post Office Department are as follows:
PostT OFFICE DEPARTMENT,
Washington, February 8, 1921,

Hon. Josrar 0. WoLcorr,
United States Benate, Washington, D, C.

My DEar SexaTor WoLcorr: Replying to your letter of February 2,
asking for any criticism I may care to make on the bill (H. R. 9389)
to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the eral and permanent
laws of the United States in force March 4, 1819, which bill appears
to have passed the House and is now in the Senate for consideration,
I beg to state that some months ago a copy of the first 335 pages of
the Eill was received in this department and referred to the solicitor
for examination. At that time a complete copy was requested, but it
does not appear that is has been received.

The solicitor reports that a few slight errors have been found in
the sections of the advance part relating to the Post Office Depart-
ment, a list of which will be included in a report on the complete bill,
if these errors are found in the bill as passed by the House.

A copy of the complete bill has again been requested, and as soon
as it is recelved a prompt examination and report will be made on
such sections as relate to the Postal Bervice and the Post Office De-

partment,
Respectfully, A. 8. BurLEsox,
Postmaster General,

All prior suggestions made by the Post Office Department
were incorporated in H. R. 12, Copies of both bills—H. R.
9389 and H. R. 12—were sent to the department. The delay
in getting them was due to the fact that young gentlemen
down there neglected to let anybody know that they were re-
ceived. Several months after H. R. 12 passed the House I
visited the solicitor’s office and he and his assistants informed
me that they had no further suggestions to make. However,
I have just received—January 31, 1923—the following letter:

Posy OFFicE DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, January 31, 1923,
Hon. Eowarp C. LirTim,
Chairman Cemmitiee on Revision of Laews,
House of Represeniatives, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. Lrrroe: Referring to your telephonic inquiry of yes-
terdny, 1 take plensure in transmitting herewith a copy of a letter
dated November 25, 1922, addressed to Hon. Ricwarp P. ERNST,
chairman of the Senate Committee on Revision of the Laws, by the Post-
master General making certain suggestions respecting H. B. 12, a
bill *to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the general and
permanent laws of the United States in force March 4, 1919.”

Sincerely yours,
H. J. DoxNELLY, Acting Solicitor.

This letter suggests that they have again called attention
to about a dozen former suggestions on which we had, as I
wag informed, fully agreed. In order to avoid delay, I shall
just discuss them and you can get an idea of the importance
of criticisms which for 20 months delayed the big bill

In section 6304 they say the word *bonds” should be
changed to “bond™; in 6466, the footnote should be 29 8.
instead of 19 S.; and a comma should be omitted in 6318,
Possibly they are right. If the committee in charge will em-
ploy a young lady with a lead pencil, I should think they would
be able to meet that emergency and dispose of it immediately,
The footnote is no part of the Iaw, and Iif there was not a
footnote in the book it would be just as good law as the
Statutes at Large are pow. It is hoped that the book will
not be delayed 20 months longer on such criticisms.

The department again calls attention to the criticism they
offered on section 10385, of which they asked that it be can-
celed. Well, we canceled it. They suggested that they expected
us to substitute a quotation from the Thirty-eighth Statutes,
page 195, amnd do not find it. Well, it is there In section 9692,
They suggest that section 3789 of the Revised Statutes is
absent. That section has long since been repealed and dis-
posed of by the printing laws now In existence, which are
found in the book. The section number is cited in the sections
which immediately supersede it, so that a lawyer may know
thut the new section grew out of that.

The department suggests that they regard sections 5969,
6531, 6663, and 6695 as superseded by others which are in
The Code. The reason they were placed in the code is because
they were not superseded by the others. There was no re-
peal and no conflict whatever. In some of them it might be
suggested that there is partially a slight duplication, but the
publication of both has been essential to every one of them.

The department suggested that the word “ officer ” has been
omitted in 3330; that the word *“second” should be inserted
instead of “first,” in section 6433; that the word *foreign”

should be omitted in 6762; and that a citation to that one should
be omitted because it is quoted in full somewhere else. The
application of a lead pencil for a few minutes should dispose
of these suggestions if they are correctly made, and if a lawyer
is employed for a few minutes he could state whether those
words are as recommended. The fact that a few lines are
quoted in full in another section is no reason why the citation
should not be applied to 6762, and the citation is no part of the
law anyway, and I do not know why they said anything
about it

Revised Statute 3789, including much other similar law, was
long since repealed and passed out of use by the law on print-
ing, which is all in this book.

Referring to section 6493, the department makes a suggestion
which is due to an error very common among department men.
This book is a book of permanent and general law only; no ap-
propriation bills are included. None of the appropriation bills
are ent law or substantive law unless they say, * Here-
after it shall be the law.” On page 4687 of the Thirty-fourth
Statutes an appropriation was made “ Providing that certain
persons employed on June 30 should on July 1 be appointed as
inspectors of the grade of $1,800 per year.” That was a purely
temporary law made as part of an appropriation. It provided
that certain people should get certain raises in salary provided
they were so appointed. The whole proposition passed off the
map whenever that appropriation was exhausted. There is no
such law., The department suggests that the law prior to that
date was obsolete because of that provision in the appropria-
tion, but it is just as existent as it ever was, and that fallacy
has made much trouble for the revisers, who were compelled to
adhere to the actual law. ;

The department suggests that Revised Statutes 3835 should
be in the bill H. R. 12, telling about application of money on
bonds. That has been superseded by what is now section 6394
of H. R. 12, and there is no place in the book for 3835, except
as it is now in effect in 6394. The revisers gave this, as all
other suggestions of the department long ago, careful attention.

Referring to our section 6542, the department calls attention
to section 4 of the Thirtieth Statutes, page 444, and suggests that
it should be in the bill. This Thirtieth Statute, page 444, pro-
vided that second-class matter should only be returned when
postage is prepaid. Our section 6542, found in Thirty-sixth Stat-
utes, page 300, provides that it shall be returned to the mailer
and postage collected there. It, of course, does away with the
act the department mentions. Merely to state this is certainly
sufficient. The department agreed with us when we went over
it in the first place, and their action at that time was right.

The department has the following: “37 Stat. 553, act of August
24, 1912—Collusion among bidders.” They do not say why they
put that there. It is found in section 5742 of H. R. 12. T ex-
pect they wanted to give us a compliment for our care in putting
it in. If they have overlooked it, I am sorry. After having
worked over it 22 months with great care it is a little trying to
have to go over it again becanse somebody did not find it the
second time after he had agreed to it once.

The department calls attention to three lines on page 555 of
the Thirty-seventh Statutes and a paragraph on the next page,
coricerning which they make no suggestion, but what they prob-
ably mean to say is that it is not in the book. After three years
of time I do not personally recall whether that is somewhere
else in the book or whether for some reason it was omitted.
The department at the time agreed with the committee on what-
ever was done. If there is a mistake, here is an execellent op-
portunity for some other committee besides ours to do 25 or
30 minutes’ work and make the correction. If it should develop
on a few minutes’ examination that it should be in and is not,
some other committee can show their desire to be helpful to the
bench and the bar by adding it to sections 6697 and 6698 of the
Code. It would be a great pleasure to the House Committee on
Revision of the Laws, which has taken eare of more than 10,000
of these sections, if somebody else would help us on one. I
earnestly hope that the bill will not be delayed another two
years in order to acecomplish that 30 minutes of work. If the
department has discovered an error in the work to which we
invited their attention three years ago, I thank them very
much for the assiduous care they have given to the great topic,
and am only sorry that we did not receive their suggestion long
sicee,

In my previous speeches of January 20 and January 26,
found on pages 2083, 2507, 2508, and 2509, I have discussed
at some length the attitude of the Department of the Navy,
which began with their letter of May 25, 1920, when the then
Secretary of the Navy said that he * was not in a position to
assign any members of its personnel execlusively to the task of
making said examination and report,” and added, “A lack of
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time and personnel qualified for the task which could be
detailed for such work precludes the possibility of undertaking
it at this time” As they then proceeded by admitting that
there were 70 sections of the law as shown in the bill which
they had never heard of, as they continued by devoting most
of their attention to the headlines of the sections, which are
no part of the law and which the revisers were amply com-
petent to write, as they concluded by demanding that we omit
certain portions of the law made by Congress for the reasons
shown in the letter of May 25 and in the letter a year later
of March 1, 1921, as follows:

The eclause in the act of October 8, 1917, was the subject of the
fullest consideration by the experts in both the War and Navy De-
partments, including the General Staff and the War Counecil, wlt";: the
result that the two departments agreed that this provision could
not be put into effect and concurred in recommendations to Congress
that it be repealed. Inasmuch as the said provision could not be
put into effect, its repeal would serve no purpose other than to
eliminate it from the statutes, thereby preventing confusion which
it might cause in the minds of those not familiar with the subject,
Whether repealed or not, the fact would be that It was not in effect
and could mot be put into effect and therefore could not be regard
as a provision of law which was in effect in 1919—

the revisers were forced to the conclusion that the Secretary
was quite right when he spoke of their “lack of personnel
qualified for the task.” This personnel still have, I under-
stand, 96 criticisms of the Navy Department's part of the bill
in the hands of the other committee. The revisers have pre-
pared 96 thorough discussions of the 96 suggestions. If some
other committee will study the criticisms and the answers
this committee has made, they ought to be able to decide which
is right. I should think a day or two's work would fully dis-
pose of the whole matter, and if they wish to make 96 amend-
ments to the law as presented by our committee, that is their
privilege and that is what they are instituted for, and if
there is something to correct, why do they not correct it. I
should not like to feel that they would idle away two years on
a work of this vast importance and for which there is a
general and insistent demand from the bench and the bar all
over this country. If there is a mistake in it, fix it; that is
what you are paid for and that is your duty. I insert the
following letters on this subject:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LAXNDS,
May 23, 1920,
Hon. E. C. LiTTLR,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. LiTTie: [ am in receipt of your letter of May 20, 1920,
inclosing coples of two letters received by you concerning your bill to
codify the laws from justices of the Supreme Court. I thank you for
sending me copies of the letters. I congratulate you upon your splen-
did work so far accowplished by you.

Yours truly, REED SMOOT,

1301 CLIFTON STREET,
Washington, D. C., May 10, 1920.
Hon. BE. C. LITTLE,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

Dear Sik: I have your favor of the 209th ultimo and have just re-
ceived a copy of your bill for the revision of the statutes of the United
States. So far as opportunity has offered, I have examined it, and it
seems to me that the work is well and thoroughly done. Thanking you
for the favor, I am,

Very truly yeurs, WiLLiam R. Dax.
THE CONNECTICUT,

Washington, D. C., May 1}, 1920,
Hon. B. C. LiTTLE, M, C.

House of Repmantaﬁucs, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sik: I have received the ealendar print of the Laws of the
United States, and thank you very much for the same.

The amount of research and industry which you exhibit in your bill
is wonderful. .

Respectfully yours, Josera McEENNA.

LouisviLLE, K¥., January 9, 1923,
Hon. Ricaarp P. ERNST, g
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
My DEAR SENATOR: I regretted very much not seelng you again while
we were in Washington, but circumstances did not seem to favor your

lan of dropping in on us on yeur way to the Capitol the morning after
?mw you. f regret that such was the case, but know how busy you are
and how likely you are to be diverted from one thing to another under
the necessity of the situation,

The one thing which I desire to bring to gour attention was the
effort now being made to revise the statutes of the United States and
to have the code of laws published as promptly as possible, I wanted
to talk to yon about this because of its importance to the United States
courts and especially to the judges. I need not remind you of the
enormous size and number of volumes which have accumulated since
the last revision and the trouble the courts have in looking through
all of them for possible enactments. It i{s because of this mituanion that
1 venture to bring this matter to your attention and to ask, if it be
possible, that you will facilitate the enactment of proper laws. My
attention has besn directed to you in the matter because I saw in the
newspapers tkat one of your committees was the one which had the
matter under consideration for actlon,

Hoping that you are well, and that the mew year will bring you

blessings, I am
?ery cordially yours, WALTER EVANS,

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
H“gﬂﬂfi 05; RII;II%ENT&T’IYIS,
ashington, D. C., May 26, 1921,
Hon, EpWARD C. LITTLE, <412 ket a0

»
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mnr. LitTiE: During the recent vacation I took oceasion to
examine very carefully your codification of the United States Btatutes,
I did this with a special interest as a lawyer and as a member of the
Judiclary Committee of Congress. I want to say to you that I am very
famillar with ecodification work, having done a lot of It myself. 1 have
never seen it as well done as you did it. I believe you have rendered
a very t service not Dnl{ to the professional bar but to every man
who wants to know what his rights and what hls duties are under
United States law, and I have the honor to subscribe myself

Your obedient servant,
Jamps W. HusTED,
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS,
E‘i‘;nu?‘:i o$ Rs:rgngxx;m:ns,
ashingion . Uy June 15,
Col. Epwanp C. LITTLE i ; e

M. C.,
House Office Buﬂd(’ﬂg, Washington. D, O.

My Deir CoLoser: I have just taken the opportunity of looking
through the new codification of the Federal laws, which {8 now pend-
ing before Congress and which, without doubt, will shortly be passed
by both Houses and slgned by the President.

I am astounded at the amount of work that has been involved in this
great undertaking of revising, harmonizing, and systematizing the laws
of our country. Without in any way reﬂ'ectlug upon the other mem-
bers of the commission, I know that practically all of this work has
been done by yourself. From my experience as a luwﬁer and a judge
on the bench, I know it is impossible to praise too highly the great
work you have done. It is the most important lplece of legislation that
has come before Congress in many a year, and I would rather go down
to posterity as the author of this great work than to be known as the
anthor of an¥ bill that has passed Congress in the last five years.

Allow me to congratulate you on the magnificent work you have so
well accomplished.

Very truly yours, Pmin D. 8wixe,

StETSCN, JENNINGS & RUSSELL,
New York, January 31, 1923.
Hon, Epwarp C. LiTrLe,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.

My Dear Mg. Litrie: Your letter of January 10 reached my office
while I was absent attendlng the midwinter meeting of the executive
committee of the American Bar Association. Since my return a few
days ago I have been hoping that I might have time to make the
eritical inspection of the bill wanich you suggest, but with the pressure
of other matters It is quite clear that I shall not be able to do so in
time to make m_ly views of any service to you during the present session
of Congress. here can be no question on the part of anyone that
such a recodification is urgently necessary, and it will be a great pity
if Congress adjourns without putting its stamp of approval upon the
work. I know, of course, how. difficult it is to get attention for such
matters in the closing days of a busy session; but, after all, a bill of
this character is distinetly a work for committees rather than for
either House as a whole, and the general body, I should think, would
be willing to adopt with a minimum of discussion a bill which comes
to it with a favorable report.

Believe me, very sincerely yours, Joan W. Davis,

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting therein some
further letters that I have, to which I direct attention.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, T yield five minutes to
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. GoopYKoONTZ].

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, the Washington Post
of Monday, January 15, carried an article of unusual interest,
which was to the effect that it had been learned that Mr. Isa-
dore B. Dockweiler, Democratic national committeeman from
California, had been in Washington procuring a mailing list of
members of the American Legion, and that it was assumed that
the mailing list was desired for the circulation of a * bonus-
tariff ” speech alleged to have been delivered by Mr. W. Gibbs
McAdoo at Fullerton, Calif., on Armistice Day, and which had
been printed in the CoNgressioNaL Recorp, and was therefore
available for circulation without postage. The same article that
was printed in the Washington Post, a journal of wide reputa-
tion and responsibility, also, as I am informed, went over the
wires of the Universal News Service, presumably to the large
American dailies that depend upon that service. Furthermore,
the Washington Evening Star exhibited on its front page a car-
toon representing Mr. William J. Bryan and Mr. James M. Cox,
and in the hands of each of them the news report to which allu-
sion has been made, and upon their faces a look of astonish-
ment and disgust.

In view of the wide publieity given this serious charge, I
assumed that the same would be met by a vigorous denial upon
the part of the Legion officials. Subsequently in the House of
Representatives I took occasion to read into the Recorp the
news article aforementioned, and at the time observed that
Congress in the act which chartered the Legion had in the sixth
paragraph thereof said:

That the organization shall be nonpolitical, and as an organization
shall not promote the candidacy of any person seeking public office.

I might also have mentioned the fact that by a further clause
thereof Congress expressly reserved the right to revoke the
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charter at any time it saw fit. This, of course, Congress would
not do unless it were convinced that the Legion, as an organiza-
tion, was being used as an instrument of political warfare or
engaged in promoting the candidacy of some person for public
office. Imdividuals, members of the Legion, act in political mat-
ters with perfect freedom, just as other members of society
have the right, and as is their duty to nct and do. If the prin-
cipal officers of the Legion were permitted to exert pressuare,
nusing the corporate name of the Legion as a lever, in order to
advance the political pretensions of men for nomination or for
election to publie office, then this would not be fair to ether
members of the Legion, for it may be assnmed that within the
ranks of the Legion, it having over a million members, there
are to be found men of almost every shade of political opinion.

I further said on the floor of this Chamber at the time men-
tioned, that the officers of the Legion owed it to the country
and to the great body of patriotic men belonging to the Legion
to come forward and deny or admit the truthfulness of the
charge so published against them. My object in thus directing
public attention to the matter was to provoke a statement which
would develop the facts, thereby to give to the officers of the
Legion an opportunity to exonerate themselves from blame.

I now wish to direct your attention to a dispatch widely
published in the newspapers of the country to the effect that
Mr. Alvin Owsley, national commander of the Legion, in a pub-
lic address made at Anderson, Ind., on January 12, denied that
the Legion had entered polities in eirculating the bonus speech
of William (. MeAdoo in Califernia, and declared that he had
no information that the California department was circulating
the speech, and said that—
if the distinguished statesman frem West Virginia would make a

od speech favering the adjusted compensation bill the American
f:gion would in all likelihood give it a large circulation; * * =
that the distinguished Congressman seems unable to read the difference
between loyalty to political parties and loyalty to country.

In reply to Commander Owsley’s statement, I must say that I
have not charged the Legion with * entering politics by circulat-
ing Mr. McAdoo’s speech in California.” No one has, to my
knowledge, made any such charge. The original newspaper
article, which I read before the House, alleged that Dockweiler,
Democratic national committeeman from California, had been
in Washington precuring a mailing list of members of the
American Legion, and that this was being done in an attempt
to mobilize World War veterans for McAdoo for President.
That is the charge, published broadecast in the newspapers and,
g0 far as my information goes, never denied. If true, it
represents a bad piece of business.

The commander's statement to the effect that if I will make a
“#ood speech ™ on adjusted compensation it shall have Legion
circulation is surprising, in view of the fact that I have made
two speeches on the subject, one in the Sixty-sixth and the other
during the SBixty-seventh Congress. Whether these were “ good ”
speeches might be a matter of dispute. If they were to be
tested by the opinion of those who opposed the compensation,
they might not be elassified as good.

The list of Legion members has been, I understand, uniformly
refused to Members of Congress for official use in mailing to
ex-service men speeches, documents, and departmental rulings
that should concern the soldier. I may add that I have heard
not a word of complaint against the Legion for having estab-
Jished the rule. It would seem to have its justifiecation in the
Janguage of the charter, which T helped to frame, and which
says the organization shall be nonpolitical and forbids the doing
of any act calculated * to promeote the candidacy of any person
for public office.”

The constitution of the American Legion, as adopted by the
St. Louis eaucus, May 10, 1919, expressly provides:

ARTICLE 1IT—NATURE.

While requiring that every member of the organization perform his
full duty as a citizen according to his own conscience and under-
standing, the organization shall be absolutely mniaartisan. and shall
not be used for the dissemination of partisan principles or for the
pron'tlotion of the candidacy of any person seeking public office or prefer-
ment.

Thus it will be seen that the founders of the Legion wisely
made provision in their fundamental instrument that the
Legion should never be used for partisan pelitical purposes.

That I have been a consistent friend and supporter of sol-
diers’ legislation the records will conclusively show. The bill
to incorporate the Legion under a Federal charter had my active
support in the Judicinry Committee and in the House. The
wisdom of Congress in granting this charter I have never
doubted, for the Legion has stood as a great bulwark against
Bolshevism and as a powerful force for law and order. The only
thing that could bring about its disruption and disintegration
would be its entry into partisan politics in violation of the
organic law of its creation and establishment,

‘Whether the report mentioned be true or false, I have no
means of knowing, but that such report has boen widely circu-
lated and never denied I do know. =1

If any official of the Legion has allowed the use of the mail-
ing list of that organization for the circulation of the MeAdoo
literature the members of the Legion and the public generally
are entitled to be informed. If no such improper use of the
mailing list has been had, then a statement to that effect will
operate as a denial of the damaging report published widely in
the newspapers of the country.

The commander of the Legion before he speaks publicly of
the record of a Congressman ought to inform himself as to
what that record 1s. May I quote from a speech made by ine
in the House as early as May 20, 1920:

WORLD WAR ADJUSTED COMPENSATION BILIL,

Mr. GoobxkoosTz. Mr, Speaker, I am for this bill without reserva-
tion or secret evasion of mind.

In the m:lgng and summer of the year of our Lord 1917, in the
hamlets, v o8, and citles of this broad land the soldiers were being
mustered in, leaving home, going to the war, The bands were playing
and the local orators were haranguing the boys, telling them what
great fellows they were. These orators, with eyes turned to heaven and
swimming in tears, said: “ Boys, when you come back there will be

not too good for you. HEverything is yours. We will stand by you
thmuf thick and thin.”
Well, the boys sailed away, and when the war was over we found

50.000 of them were killed in battle, 50,000 more had ¢ied of disease,
100,000 additional were wounded and maimed. Many of them must
suffer for life, and now, when we bring up this little bill, we find the
groﬂtm trtging to escape with the swag, moaning and groaning, and
elling us £ the bill is bad.

- - - - - L -

In Ameriea, “ the land of the free, the home of the brave,” all stand
equal. All, irrespective of race or religion, are equais. No stockbroker
er profiteer has a halter about my meck. [Applause.]

In the opinion of the commander this was not a good speech,
but it was the best I eould do——

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Is the reason that the gentleman
is complaining becanse they did not circulate his speech?

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. The complaint I make is that the
Legion has refused to Members of Congress the right to a list
of the members of the Legion in order that they might send
them copies of bills and resolutions and regulations and other
matters that concern the soldier, and yet has given out a list
to a politician seeking the Presidency of the United States, at
the same time not doing exact justice to William J. Bryan and
James M. Cox, /

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my re-
marks to the bill before the House. This bill is a very impor-
tani one. If involves revenue amounting to somewhere from
$20,000,000 to £50,000,000 a year, which is now being lost, or
will be lost, to the Treasury on account of the manipulations
of transactions on the stock exchange mostly, although the bill
applies to some other transactions as it stands now.

The act of 1918 required that any amount which was made
in the exchange of property should be assessed in the same
manner as any other transaction—that is, that the property
received in exchange should, for the purpose of determining
gain or loss, be treated as eguivalent to eash—to the amount
of its fair market value. The result of this provision was both
injurious to the Treasury and to the transaction of ordinary
business. There were persons in business, corporations and in-
dividuals, who had a certain kind of property which they
wished to exchange for similar property, to the benefit of them-
selves and the party with whom they made the exchange, and
they would not make the exchanges as long as the law stood
in this form for the reason that they would be liable to be
taxed on the increase in value from 1913 up to the time of the
exchange. On the other hand, the Treasury also lost, because
any person who actually had a loss in property held by him
could sell it at the loss and get that credited in having his
income tax assessed. By reason of these matters, when the
act of 1921 was passed, a provision was inserted in it to this
effect—paragraph 1, subdivision (c), section 202:

Fi t erty,
it o SRS 55 Ahy o st propety: o Saih o ek oo
gﬁ recognized unless the property received in exchange has a readily
realizable value; but even if the property received in exchange has a
readily realizable value, mo gain or loss shall be recognized—

(1) When any such property held for investment or for productive

use in trade or business (mot including stock in trade held primarily
for sale) is exchanged for property of a like kind or use.

In inserting this provision Congress weni too far in an at-
tempt to rectify the conditions which were produced by the act
of 1918. The door was open for anyone who had a large profit
in stock to exchange it for other stock and receive the amount
of his profit in cash, without aceounting for that profit-to the
Government or paying any taxes thereon. The letter of the
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Secretary of the Treasury which accompanies the bill explains
very clearly the purpose of the bill and the evil which it seeks
to correet, and I will ask the Clerk to read it in my time.
The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the Clerk will read the
letter,
The Clerk read as follows: .
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, January 13, 1923.
Hon. WiLLIAM R. GREEN,
Acting Chairman Committee on Wags and Means,
ouse of Representatives,
My Drar Me. GreeN: I have your letter of January 12, 1923, re-
%;u-ating any comment that I may care to offer with respect to a bill,
R. 13774, “ To amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to ex-
changes of property.”
The proposed bill amends the existin
provision which allows the exchange

revenue law and eliminates the
ree from tax of stock for other
stock and bonds for other bonds, excegt where any such exchange of
securities is made in connection with the reorganization, consolidation,
or merger of one or more corporations. It further amends the existing
law to provide that where a ;I)lersan receives money in connection with
an exchange which would otherwise be tax free, the amount of the
money 8o recelved shall be taxable to the extent that it represents an
actual gain, In connection with this matter It is stated in the Annual
Report of the Secretary of the Treasury for the fiscal year ended June
30, 1922, that:

“The revenue act of 1921 provides, in section 202, for the ex-
change of property held for investment for other property of a like
kind without the realization of taxable income. nder this section
a taxpayer who purchases a bond of $1,000 which npgreclates in
value may exchange that bond for another bond of the value of
$1,000, together with $100 in cash (the $100 in cash representing
the increase in the value of the bond while held by the faxpayer),
without the realization of taxable income. This provision of the
act is being widely abused. Many brokers, investment houses, and
bond houses have established exchan departments and are adver-
tising that they will exchange securities for their customers in such
a manner as to result in no taxable §aln. Under this section, there-
fore, taxpayers awnlnF gsecurities which have appreciated in value
are exchanging them for other securities and at the same time re-
ceiving a cash consideration without the realization of taxable in-
come, but if the securities have fallen in value since acquisition will
sell them and in computing net income deduct the amount of the
loss on the sale. This result is manifestly unfair and destructive
of the revenues. The Treasury accordi.nﬁly urges that the law be
amended so as to limit the cases in which securities may be ex-
changed for other securities without the realization of taxable income
to those cases where the exchange is in connection with the reorgani-
zation, consolidation, or merger of ome or more corporations.”

In aceordance with this recommendation made in the annual report,
1 approve the proposed bill as to both form and substance and ear-

nestly urge that this bill, amending the revenue act of 1921, be
pmmpti;r adopted.
ours very truly, A. W. MELLON, Secretary.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, as the law now stands,
the Treasury, to use the common expression of the day, is
beaten both coming and going. If those gentlemen trading on
the stock exchange have a loss in stock they have bought, they
sell it and get an allowance for the loss on their income taxes.
but if they have a gain instead of selling they make an ex-
change for other property, get the difference in money, and go
“goott free” from paying any taxes, although they have real-
ized their profit and got it in cash. The purpose of the bill is
to prevent this kind of manipulation and the consequent evasion
of taxes,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will

‘Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Can the gentleman from Towa tell
us why it s that the Committee on Ways and Means has not
reported out a bill to reach the profits paid out in stock divi-
dends?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman will perhaps remember
some two years ago I introduced a bill for that purpose,

Mr., DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; I understand the gentleman
was for a proposition of that kind, and since that time there
has been, according to press reports, about $2,000,000,000 of
profits paid out in stock dividends for the specific purpose of
escaping taxation, and it has escaped taxation. I want to
know why it is that the Committee on Ways and Means does
not recognize the situation and report out a bill to reach that
enormous amount escaping taxation.

Mr. BLANTON. The Secretary has not made that recom-
mendation.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman that the mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee do not agree with the
gentleman that a stock dividend is profit, that is why.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, That is the reason it has not
been reported out; that a majority of the committee were like
the gentleman from Michigan, and I am very glad to have him
make such a frank statement.

Mr. GARNER. I want fo say in behalf of the gentleman from
Towa that his intentions are good but his execution is not very
effective, and he has not been able to accomplish what he would
like to accomplish in that particular as the gentleman from
Michigan kind of overrides him, as it were. ;

Mr. FORDNEY, The gentleman from Michigan respects the
decisions of the Supreme Court, and the Supreme Court has
said that stock dividends are not incomes. Is that enough for
the gentleman?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; and that is the reason I think
we ought to change the law so that it can be reached in some
other way. It can be done all right.

Mr. GARNER. Let me ask the chairman, if I may, if it
would not be a good idea to give the Supreme Court another
guess, since it stood only five to four; I am willing to let it
guess again. .

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not necessary; there is an-
other way——

Mr. GARNER. I know, but even I am willing to let them
guess at it once more on the direct question as to whether stock
dividends are capital or profit.

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman from Texas understands me
always generally to stand by the majority.

Mr. GARNER, When the majority goes the way of the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. FORDNEY. When I do not I will declare myself a
Bolshevist, which I am not.

Mr. GARNER, Will the gentleman from Iowa yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will pardon me;
I will not have time to finish my remarks on the bill itself,
and this discussion is entirely extraneous.

The Members will perceive that the bill still preserves the
prineciple in reference to exchanges of productive property of
the same use, but it takes from the list of property which may
be exchanged without a gain or loss being recognized all prop-
erty held for investment, which would include stocks and
bonds. The last part of the bill further provides that in cases
of reorganization of corporations——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has expired.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
more?

Mr. GARNER. I yield the gentleman two minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman is recognized for two addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The last part of the bill provides that
in case of exchanges of stock in reorganization of corporations
that only the amount of the other property of a readily realiz-
able value received in addition or as “boot™ shall be taxed
as gain, .he reason for this is in the reorganization, where
we simply have an exchange of stock of one for another, unless
they get some cash or other property “ to booty" as the com-
mon expression is, the gain has not been realized, and there
is no change in the situation except in the method of carry-
ing on the business. I think there is no objection to the main
features of the bill, although the gentleman from Michigan
may desire to offer an amendment.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention
of the members of the committee to the general purposes of this
bill, just in a word. This bill is to keep New York brokerage
houses from making exchanges of bonds and stocks at the last
of the year and thereby cheating the Government out of from
$30,000,000 to $100,000,000 a year, according to the estimate.

It is a very technieal provision. I do not know whether it is
true or not, but I have heard a gentleman say that the expert
in charge at the Treasury Department remarked that it took
him three hours to understand it after it had been drawn by
experts to meet that particular situation. So you must under-
stand just how difficult it is for the members of the commitiee
or yourselves to understand the particular provisions of the bill.
But remember this, that this bill would not ever need to have
been passed if the Republicans had followed Democratic prece-
dents. Democrats do not leave these kinds of loopholes in the
laws they enact. [Applause.] Only Republicans do that.
[Laughter.] The act of 1918 guarded against all that difficulty.
But some shrewd gentleman—not a member of the committee
of course, but some shrewd expert—can always get his hand
into the arrangements under a Republican administration and
all its legislation, whether it be tariff or internal revenue.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForoNeY] says he is al-
ways with the majority. I want to call his attention to the
fact that in this instance he is not. This committee made up
this bill. It is perfect in form, perfect in substance. The
Treasury Department says so in so many words, indorsing it in
form and in substance. Dut the gentleman from Michigan was
not here then. He was out in the West. Somebody discovered
this bill and discovered that they were likely to get some coal
and lumber lands in exchange, and immediately the gentleman
from Michigan comes back to Washington post haste; and it

May I have two or three minutes
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seems there were some wise men that came with him, or at
least behind him, and, lo and behold, you will have an oppor-
tunity in a few minutes, when this bill is read under the five-
minute rule, to vote for an amendment.

And what is the object of the amendment? The object of the
amendment is not to change the law as it is now interpreted
by the Treasury Department. I think the gentleman from
Michigan will agree that it is not to change the law as it is
drawn in this bill, for I held that up to Mr. Giueerr and asked
him if that would not be the exact law in this bill, and he said
it would. DBut the genfleman from Michigan [Mr., ForpNEY]
is going to tell you that he is not willing that the ruling of the
Treasury Department shall continue as it is, for he is afraid
that a change will be made and that some other Secretary of
the Treasury or some other Commissioner of Internal Revenue
will change the law, and so he wants to put in an amendment
s0 a8 to protect, as he says, the conditions existing in the West.
What is the result of the change he proposes to make? Let us
analyze it for just a moment. My friend from Michigan used
an illustration which I thought was not a very happy one.
Nevertheless it is an illustration. Under the laws of the coun-
try at the present time the Interior Department is exchanging
lumber lands in the West with private individuals in order that
these alternate sections may be blocked up and the land thereby
become more valuable. There is no limitation on the Secretary
of the Interior. It is in his discretion. For instance, he feels
kindly, we will say, toward Mr. CorLieRr, and he wants to favor
him. I do not say he would do that, but I say if he knew the
genial disposition and the good heart of the gentleman from
Mississippi he would favor him all he could. Anyway, he makes
an exchange of lands with Mr. Cortier. Mr. CoLLier takes one
of the Interior Department sections of land and in return the
Department of the Interior takes one of Mr. CoLLIER's sections
of land, and in doing so Mr. CoLrLier gains to the extent of
$20,000. You say there is no tax to be paid.

I agree that under the interpretation of the law at the present
time that there is no tax to be paid. But is there any reason
why you should not let the Secretary of the Treasury look into
it as well as the Secretary of the Interior? They are both
Republican executive officers, under the Republican administra-
tion. Why not allow two Secretaries to look into the trans-
action as well as one?

The gentleman from Michigan was not willing to do that.
The gentleman from Michigan cost this Government $400,000,000
by insisting upon this identical section. If you will turn to
the revenue act of 1918 and the revenue act of 1921 and make
a comparison, and turn to the identical page, you will find that
this is the valuation clause and the exchange clause in the
internal revenue act of 1921 that the gentleman from Michigan
and myself have quarreled so much about; and I said on the
floor of the House then, and I repeat now, that the enactment
of that legislation which he insisted upon and which he hon-
estly believed was to the best interests of the country and be-
lieved to be honest legislation—I say it to his credit—has cost
this Government not less than $400,000,000 in the exchange of
these properties.

Now, Mr. Chairman, you may say it is desirable to pass this
bill, and it is desirable to pass it in this form. But if the
amendment that will be suggested by the gentleman from Michi-
gan is adopted, it will only put into the law the present inter-
pretation of the statute, as I understand it. At least, that is
the statement of Mr. Gilbert.

But I call your attention to the fact that the Secretary of the
Treasury has said that this is perfect in substance and in form,
and I call your attention to the further fact that the entire
committee unanimously, Democrats and Republicans, reported
this out, after we had had three different meetings with the
Treasury officials. I believe it was three, was it not, I will ask
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Geeen]? Yes; three. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpxey], as I tell you, eame back,
reversed the decision, opposed the amendment, and the com-
mittee authorized a halt.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman and I agree in saying
that the Treasury Department would make no different appli-
cation of the law, so far as the illustration that he gave is con-
cerned, but that would not apply to some other matters.

Mr. GARNER. I am in perfect agreement with the gentle-
man from Iowa, and here is a situation that you Republicans
ought to stop—you, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CrowrHER], included. Now, that the glove situation is over, I
think you ought to make an appeal to your intellect and con-
science, outside of the personal interest in the district which
¥you represent.

LXIV—181

Mr. CROWTHER. The gentleman from Texas poses as hav-
ing all the intellect, so what chance is there for the rest of us?
[Laughter.]

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Greex]
does not believe this amendment ought to be adopted. Other
Republican Members do not believe it ought to be adopted, but
it will be adopted, and that is the criticism I have against Mr.
GreeN. His intentions are good, and if you labor with him
long enough his ideas will be all right, but he does not stand
firm enough. He will not stand; that is what is the matter
with him.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I will at least always stand for what
I say and the record I make. I do not take my speeches
out of the Recorp like the gentleman from Texas. [Laughter.]

Mr. GARNER. 1 know. If the gentleman from Iowa would
only stand up on the floor of the House as well as he does in
the Recorp and maintain his position with his party as well as
he puts his speeches in the Recorp, the country would be better
off. I have said that on the floor of the House before, and I re-
peat it now. The gentleman from Iowa has been acting
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. He reports this
bill as acting chairman. He gets letters from the Secretary of
the Treasury as acting chairman, but he does not act when
it comes to asserting his power with reference to his own judg-
ment, because, if he had done so, he would have told Mr. Forp-
NEY where he got off with reference to this amendment.

If I had been acting chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee and the chairman had come back to me and said
he wanted to offer this amendment, I would have said: * This
is a unanimous report, This has been indorsed in form or
substance by the Treasury Department. Now you come back
and suggest this amendment, and here is where you are mak-
ing a mistake, and here is where you get off.,” That is what
I would say to him. Mr., Grees will not do that. Maybe
he follows the better course. Maybe that is better party har-
mony. When we passed the bonus bill, for instance, I heard
him say on the floor of the House that in conference he in-
tended to see that some of the things he was talking about
became the law.  Well, those things did not become the law.
When the gentleman takes his hand off of a bill in this House
and lets it go over to the Senate, the gentleman from Iowa
does not know exactly in what shape it is coming back with
the proposed amendment of the gentleman from Michigan as
a part of the bill

Mr. GREEN of Towa. That Is not my fault.

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no; it may not be the gentleman's
fault, but it is the gentleman’'s fault that he adopts this
amendment.

Mr. FORDNEY. Obh, no.

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Michigan knows that
if the gentleman from Iowa had asserted his power

Mr. FORDNEY. He did assert his power and he did vote
against the adoption of the amendment, but the majority
voted for it, and as a gentleman and a good Republican he
acquiesces in the action of the majority of his own party.

Mr. GARNER. That is what I say. The result is that the
gentleman from Towa does not get what he wants, because
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForoNeEy] undertakes to
attend to things for him. He not only attends to him in the
committee but he attends to him on the floor of the House.

That is what I complain of. His intentions are good, his
ideas are good if he has plenty of opportunity to look into
them, but his execution is not what it should be.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If my friend wants to be fair, he
would say that I have had more fo do with this revenue legis-
lation than anyone else, although I sometimes got overruled by
the committee.

Mr. GARNER. Yes; as a usual thing I say I find myself in
accord with the gentleman from Jowa, and ag a usual thing I
find the gentleman from Iowa in the minority of the Republic-
ans on the committee.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
agrees with me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
All time has expired, The Clerk will read the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That paragraph (1) of subdivision (¢) of section
202 of the revenue act of 1921 is amended, to take effect January 1,
1923, to read as follows: s

“(1) When any such {)roperty held for productive use in trade or
business (not including stock in trade or other property held primarily
for sale) Is exchanged for property of a like use.”

Mr. FORDNEY., Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer a committee
amendment,

Oh, no; the committee generally
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 1, strike out the matter in Iines 8, T,
8, and 9 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“{1) When any such property held for investment, or for productive
use in trade or guslness (not ¥nc1uding stock in trade or other prop-
erty held primarily for sale, and in the case of property held for in-
vesiment, not ineluding stock, bonds, notes, choses in action, certificates
of trust or beneficial Interest, or other securities or evidence of indebt-
edness or interest), is exchanged for property of a like kind or use.”

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House,
my good friend from Texas [Mr. GArNER] always exaggerates.
He is a big ear of corn in a little shuck. I am very fond of
him., He is a dear, good fellow. We differ sometimes, and it
is an honest difference of opinion. But as to this particular
amendment, gentlemen, permit me to say that Mr, GARKER does
my beloved friend from Iowa [Alr. GreEN] a great injustice,
in my opinion. 1 was absent from the city when this bill was
reported out by the committee, and on my return here I dis-
covered—upon the best legal advice that I conld get, I am not
a lawyer—that the bill as reported is uncertain and ambiguous
as to its real meaning. I called the Secretary of the Treasury
and asked him if I were not correct. He called into his pres-
ence the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Gilbert, a
very estimable gentleman, and, after considering the suggestion
made by me, decided that I was correct. I have here a letter
from the Secretary stating that the Treasury Department has
no objection to the amendment which I submit to the commit-
tee, which was prepared by the Treasury Department and has
been adopted by a majority vote of the committee. A

Mr. Greees of Iowa and some other gentlemen of the com-
-mittee did not agree to the amendment, but all acknowledged
that its adoption would make plain the fact that no change to
certain provisions of existing law was intended by the bill as
it was originally presented to the committee and reported before
this amendment was agreed to. I am very much in favor of the
bill. It should be enacted into law soon to enable the Treasury
Department to collect taxes that by an evasion of the law by
certain people it is now lesing.

Mr. GARNER. Mryr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. Why did the gentleman from Michigan so
draw the law as to let these people escape from taxation?

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, the gentleman from Texas is wrong,
and, as a lawyer, he ought to know that he is wrong. The bill
does not permit anybody legally to escape the payment of taxes.
They escape by hook or erook by an evasion of the law. We
are now trying by this bill to make it possible for the Treasury
Department to collect every dollar of taxes it is entitled to.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. I wish the gentleman would tell us in a few
words just exactly what it does do.

Mr. FORDNEY. If two corporations or individuals are ex-
changing land, to bunch up property or consolidate their hold-
ings, to get it together where it is more valuable to both, and
there is no profit made by either, then there shall be no tax. For
instance, suppose up in Pennsylvania a man owns some coal
lands in a certain township, a few scattered pieces, but in an
adjoining township he owns the major portion of the coal lands,
Suppose there is another party willing to exchange holdings for
the purpose of better grouping both interests. L

They exchange these lands in order to group up and make
them more valuable to both. YWhere no profit is shown by
this exchange, I want the law to be clear that there shall he
no taxes due, and that is all this amendment does, and that
is what existing law does.

Mr. MADDEN. What does the bill do?-

Mr. FORDNEY. Through a propaganda, as explained by
the Secretary of the Treasury in his letter, which will go into
the Recorp, securities are being exchanged, not on the hoards of
trade but by brokers, where profits are derived, but on which
profits the Treasury Department is unable to collect taxes, be-
cause of misrepresentation and violation of the law. However,
if a loss is to be sustained, instead of exchanging through the
brokers in a private office, they go onto the board of trade and
there take the loss, and then use that loss in making out their
tax statement and get the benefit of the loss; and this bill is
to correct that practice.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? =

There was no objection.

Mr. MADDEN. What about this sort of a case? Suppose
a citizen had a lot of stocks and he did not want to pay the
tax, and he sold the stocks to-day and bought them back to-
morrow in order to avoid the tax. Does this bill correct that?

Mr. FORDNEY. I am not certain as to such a case, but he
can no longer, through a stock broker, make such exchanges
without paying a tax where a profit has been made. That is
what the bill is intended to eorrect. It is to catch those trans-
actions which are now escaping taxation through exchanges in
a private office through brokers in the way the gentleman
speaks of,

Mr. BSTAFFORD. Will the gentleman explain what tax
would be paid to this exchange of lands if the gentleman’s
amendment was not adopted?

Mr. FORDNEY. The Treasury Department says that they
did not intend to draw the bill to make such exchanges of prop-
erty taxable, but they admit it might be so construed, and if
80, then the parties making the exchange, even though no
profit has been made, if the internal revenue commissioner
should so rule, must pay a tax, or go into court and fight the
matter out. My good friend from Texas [Mr. GArNEr] a
few moments ago, in discussing House bill 13775, said that
he was opposed to giving any ome man such great power as
that to which he referred. That is exactly what this bill
will do, if you do not adopt this amendment. It will give
more power to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. Where
persons exchange property with profit to neither he may in-
gist that a profit was made and compel the payment of a tax.
If one property is more wvaluable than the other, when that
property is converted into money, then the profit shall pay a
tax, but the amendment will not call upon the party making
the exchange to pay the tax on a profit until that profit has
been obtained.

Mr. MADDEN. Suppose he never sells the property. Sup-
pose, for example, the gentleman from Michigan owns a
piece of property and I own two pieces of property. The gen-
tleman’s piece is worth more than my two pieces. Suppose
we traded them, and on the face of the record show that we
traded them even, whereas as a matter of fact money passed
between us to make up the difference.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then the profit is taxable,

Mr. MADDEN. But who knows about that?

Mr, FORDNEY. Oh, if you aitempt to evade the law; if
you make a profit and do not pay the tax, that is fraud, and
the law forbids frauds. If a profit is made by one or the
other, the law provides that the profit shall pay a tax, but if
two pieces of property are exchanged, city property, farms,
coal property or timber property and there is no profit made,
then no tax shall be paid and this amendment makes that
point clear. :

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the gentleman
just now he stated in answer to the question of the gentleman
from Illinois that you could not sell stock at the low price
now and then buy it back and avoid the tax. I ecall the gentle-
man’s attention to the fact that recently I have read of many
cases where they issued large amounts of stock and declared
dividends, in one case as high as 900 per cent. Does this law
stop that?

Mr. FORDNEY. This law is supposed to correct existing
law in the exchange of personal property and collect taxes
where profit is made—but does not deal with stock dividends—
that is an entirely different matter——

Mr. SEARS. Perhaps the gentleman did not understand the
question.

Mr. FORDNEY. At all events, if it is fraud, fraud can be
always corrected.

Mr. SEARS. Now, the issuing of stock——

AMr. FORDNEY. Perhaps I did not get the gentleman’s ques-
tion fully.

Mr. SEATIR. Now they are increasing the capital stock and
issuing stock dividends in some cases up to 300 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. I am sorry that I have not more time.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman have five minutes more; this is an impor-
tant matter, and he claims to know more about his amendment
than anybody else.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Michigan be
extended five minutes. Is there objection. [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. BLANTON. May I ask the gentleman a guestion?

Mr. FORDNEY., Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose there is an exchange of properties,
and the properties themselves are of equal value before the ex-
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change, but after the exchange it enhances the respecti\fe prop-
erties of the parties making the exchange $100,000 apiece?

Mr, FORDNEY, Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose the parties allege that there has
been no profit to either of them. Will the amendment of the
gentleman prevent the reaching of the profits in those prop-
erties?

Mr. FORDNEY. It does not. Whenever either piece of prop-
erty so exchanged is converted into money, then that profit
will be taxed.

Mr. BLANTON. Must be.

Mr. FORDNEY. Absolutely, and there is no escape from it.

Mr. ARENTZ, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FORDNEY. I will,

Mr. ARENTZ. For instance, I own a piece of land in Iowa—
corn land, worth $200 an acre—or I will say a woman does, A
man owns a piece in Texas, in the Panhandle, worth §5 an acre.
He comes along to this woman and says, “ I have 320 acres of
land in the Panhandle section "—does not state what it is
worth—* which I will exchange for 160 acres of your corn
land.,” This woman thinks it possible they might strike oil
down there, and makes the exchange; and she gives 160 acres,
worth $200 an acre, for 320 acres of land in the Panhandle dis-
trict, worth $5 an acre. He does not pay one cent——

Mr. FORDNEY, If the gentleman thinks that anybody is darn
fool enough to give away $200 land for $6 land——

Mr. ARENTZ. I have seen——

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not want to argue the question. Par-
don me, my friend, I did not mean to be sarcastic, but I want
to say this much: In the exchange of property it is supposed
that fair value will be given, one with the other. Now, I do
not want to place it in the power of the Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue to say one man has made a profit when he in-
sists he has not, and make him pay taxes on supposed profit
until he has converted that property into money. That is the
point. Gentlemen, the only purpose of the amendment is to
prevent the tax upon exchange of property where there is no
profit made, If there is a bonus pald, if there is additional
money paid in exchange, that money is taxable under the pro-
visions of the amendment. This amendment is recommended by
the Treasury Department, gentlemen, and I hope the amend-
men is agreed to,

Mr, BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? Suppose the
properties are not converted into money; then will the profits
from the enhanced value be reached by taxation?

Mr. FORDNEY. That is existing law; but I do not want
anybody to pay taxes if no profit is made.

Mr. BLANTON. But if you make the exchange and reap
$100,000 profits thereby, you ought to pay the tax.

Mr, FORDNEY, Yes; and under the law you have to pay it.
This will not relieve you in any way from the payment of such
tax in that respect.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I think a sufficient an-
swer to what the gentleman from Texas has said as to how
much I have accomplished before the committee is to call atten-
tion to the fact that these Treasury bills have been referred to
me, and that even under his own administration, when they
wanted something done with nonpolitical matters in that com-
mittee, they appealed to the * gentleman from Iowa” to take
care of the Treasury bills. I did take care of them and they
- went through, as these bills are going through.

Mr. GARNER. I agree with the gentleman, and I said in the
beginning that the gentleman had been very valuable, and under
his supervision he reported out these five bills and they are
all good legislation. The only thing I regret is that the gentle-
man from Michigan came back and kicked him out. [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to reply
to that. This bill is altogether too important to be laughed at,
because it means, as the gentleman from Texas stated in one
of his various remarks that happened to be correct, that about
$50,000,000 will be lost to the Treasury of the United States if
it is not passed. The Treasury has already sustained large
losses. The stockbrokers and dealers on the stock exchange are
advertising that they can make these exchanges in such a man-
ner that no tax will result, and practically no taxes will be col-
lected on account of profits made in stock deals unless this bill
becomes a law.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman give his views as to
the pending committee amendment, so that the committee may
have them in determining whether or not this amendment
should be adopted?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will answer the gentleman, going
back to the very beginning. I fear that the members of the
committee may have gotten an incorrect notion of the present
law and of the amendment.

Under the present law neither gain nor loss is recognized on
exchanges of property of like kind or use with the exception
of stock in trade held for sale. Consequently there is no profit
to be assessed or loss to be deducted thereon under the present
law. The effect of the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. ForoNey] would be merely to add to this
exception stocks, bonds, and choses of action. The bill goes
further and wounld make exchanges of all property not held for
production use taxable the same as if the property had been
sold. The reason I was not in favor of the amendment was
this, that it restored the words *for investment™ after the
word “ propertfy.” Now, property that is held purely for specu-
lative purposes is held for investment, and consequently the
amendment would take out of the operation of the bill property
held purely for speculative purposes. I believe that on ex-
change of such property the ordinary rule should apply,
whether it be city lots.

My own view of the case as It stands now is this: This bill
must go over to the Senate in the last days of the session. If
it is adopted there, it will have to go through practically by
unanimous consent. The amount of transactions which would
be included by the bill as it stands, over what would be in-
cluded under the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan, is probably not very large, and the loss of revenue
which it would cause would not be very great; whereas it
this bill did not pass at all there would be an immense loss to
the Treasury. Therefore, I would rather have this bill passed
in its present form than not to pass at all.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman allow me to read two
or three paragraphs in his time, so that the House may under-
stand what the existing law is?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes,

Mr. FORDNEY. The existing law, paragraph (c), page 6 of
the comparison of the acts, reads:

(¢) For the purpose of this title, on an exchange of property, real
g:rsonnl, or mixed, for any other such property, no gain or loss shall

recognized unless the property received in exchange has a readily
realizable market wvalue; but even If the property recelved in ex-
change has a readily realizable market value, no galn or loss shall be
recognized.

That is the existing law. I want to make it plain that we
are not changing that law. That is all.

Mr. GREEN of Towa Of course, we do not change that part
of the law, either under the bill as it stands or as it would be
amended by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY].

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield in
that connection?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. I want to call the attention of the committee
to the fact that there never was a more intelligent report made
to Congress than the one the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Green] has made on this bill. It points out not only what is
the existing law but what the changes are.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Towa
has expired.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. May I have five minutes more?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARNER. If any gentleman will get this report he will
find the law as it is and the law as it will be if this bill be-
comes a law as reported. He will see exactly what the changes
are. 1 think that ought always to be done when a law is
changed.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I want to say further in reference to
the statement made by the gentleman from Texas [Mr, GARNER]
that even as the law now stands it would bring in more reve-
nue than the law of 1918, because people would not make these
exchanges under the act of 1918 and be taxed for profit: but
if there was a loss they would make the exchange or sell the
property. Then they got the benefit of the allowance for the loss.
This could be done under the act of 1918, passed by a Democratie
administration. It was the intention of the Republicans in
passing the law of 1921 both to facilitate business and also to
bring in revenue to the Govermment from the profits on the
sales that would be made of capital assets.

Another feature of this bill relates to *other property,”
either money, cash, or some other property that is received in
what we commonly call “boot” in a trade of such property as
is specified in the paragraph amended by section 1 of the bill.
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The even exchange of these properties, neither under the pres-
ent law nor under the bill as it is proposed, would be taxable,
because when people make a straight exchange they do not give
any boot one way or the other, and in that case it is presumed
that neither has realized any profit in the transaction. They
simply get property that they can handle or use otherwise to
better advantage. But the provisions of the law as it stands
has enabled stock speculators to effect an immense profit, and
then, simply by an exchange and taking something as boot,
realize on their profits without paying any tax to the Treasury.

Mr, HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon moves to
strike out the last word.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this legisla-
tion in the last section of the bill, on page 2, is to tax the actual
cash profits on exchanges of stocks and bonds, choses in action,
or other securities, or certificates of indebtedness or interest—to
tax the actual gain when any amount has been paid in such
exchange in cash by one party to the other. Whenever stocks,
bonds, or other obligations named are exchanged and money
passes in the transaction the gain will be taxed. It is not now
taxed.

Now, the amendment proposed to the first part of the bill is
to accomplish the same purpose in the exchanges of property.
Under the present law if John Doe exchanges a piece of prop-
erty with Richard Roe and no money consideration is given
by either no tax is paid until the one party or the other sells
the property received by him in the exchange. These exchanges
are confined to exchanges of properties of like Kind or use.

When the property is realized upon the Treasury Department
ascertains the value of the property as of March 1, 1913,
which he gave in exchange, and subtracts that from the amount
he received for the property he had just sold, and upon the
difference between these two amounts he pays a tax., That is,
it applies the same rule to exchanges of real property by taxing
only the realized gain, when the gain has been realized, which
we propose to do for stocks, bonds, and the other obligations
named in the second section of the bill under consideration.
The amendment in the first section of the bill as it now reads
omits some words from the present law. It leaves out the
words “ for investment or” and the words “kind or.” The
omission of these words limits the exchanges that will not be
taxed until the property is realized upon to property held for
preductive use. The Treasury Department found upon ex-
amination that it is often difficult to determine whether a piece
of property taken in exchange will be held for proeductive use
or for investment. For instance, a man has a mill. He ex-
changes some property. He obtains some timber which he in-
tends to manufacture into lumber. His mill burns down. He
has not the funds to rebuild. Then he must hold the land he
receives in exchange as an investment, at least for a time.
The Treasury suggests that if the words cited are stricken
from the law then the Treasury must ascertain whether an
estimated gain had been made, and assess a tax upon sueh
estimated profit, even though no money had been paid as part
of the consideration in the transaction. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForoNEY] restores
the language of the existing law, and add in the parentheses
certain words excluding from the operation of this paragraph
the kinds of property named in the second section of the bill,
which is new legislation. We propose to relieve the taxpayers
from paying taxes on transactions which may really result in
a loss. John Doe and Richard Roe may have made an ex-
change, and Richard Roe may have been considered to have
made a profit at the time the transaction was consummated,
If when he sells the property received in the exchange he sells
it for less than the value as of March 1, 1913, of the property
he gave in exchange he really suffers a loss. If we retain the
present law exchanges of property will be taxable only when
the property is realized upon in whole or in part, and then to
the extent of the profits made, and the taxes will be duly col-
lected upon all profits, actual and realized, obtained from ex-
changes of property.

If we leave out of the law the words cited, the Treasury De-
partment will be compelled to investigate every exchange to
determine whether any profit has been made by either party
or not, and if they find that any estimated profit has been made
by either party they must assess the tax, providing it is also
considered that the exchange was made for purposes of invest-
ment and not for productive use. How can the questions so
raised be decided except by continuous litigation, which will
accomplish no good purpose not accomplished by the law as it
now stands?

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani<
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Oregon be
extended five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HAWLEY. May I conclude this one statement? The
Treasury officials will be compelled to investigate all exchanges,
because no official of the Treasury would feel himself war-
ranted in omitting to make an investigation and collect any
possible tax. He might be held to have been derelict in his
duty. Now, it may be that when John Doe and Richard Roe
exchanged property John Doe was considered to have made a
gain, whereas really he made a loss when he sold the property
received in exchange for less than the value of the property as
of March 1, 1913, which he gave in the exchange.

Mr. STEVENSON. The gentleman is right at the point where
I want to ask my question. If John Doe made a loss, then
Richard Roe must have made a gain. Did not one of them
make a gain if the other one was compelled to make a loss?

Mr. HAWLEY. No one making a gain in exchange of prop-
erties will finally escape taxation. He will be taxed when he
realizes upon the property in whole or in part. The exchanges
are limited to exchanges of properties of like kind or use.

Mr. STEVENSON. But that may never happen. Suppose
they go on swapping with somebody else? Suppose Roe, after
he makes his gain, swaps it to somebody else? When are you
going to determine whether a loss is made?

Mr. HAWLEY. Under the present law a gain is made and
becomes taxable when a man sells the property that he has re-
ceived in exchange for more than the property he gave in ex-
change was worth on Mareh 1, 1913. That gain is an aetual
fact, and should be and is taxed. It is not a supposed gain
where eventually it may happen that the transaction really
resulted in a loss.

Mr. STEVENSON. But suppose instead of selling it he swaps
it again, where are you going to locate your gain? Suppose
he never sells? He may bequeath it to his heirs.

Mr. HAWLEY. You can conceive of an endless chain under
any circumstances, I suppose; but we are dealing with a prae-
tical situation where property is being exchanged and after-
wards sold for eash. It is difficult to coneceive of such an end-
less line of exchanges in which a money consideration would not
be a part of the exchange at any time.

Mr. STAFFORD. Are there not eases where the owners of
large real-estate interests are trying to evade taxation by ex-
changing and holding it for years and years?

Mr. HAWLEY. That would be a difficult question to answer,
since it would require an examination of each exchange to as-
certain whether any money was given as part of the considera-
tion. It is difficult to imagine a series of transactions extending
over a period of years in which the property was so evenly
valued that no money consideration was at any time necessary
to adjust the differences.

There is a further factor of importance, and that is that the
exchanges must be between properties of like kind or use.

Mr. STAFFORD. Exchanging it with holding corporations.
I can see how taxation might be avoided entirely in the case
instanced by the gentleman from South Carolina by keeping on
exchanging and exchanging instead of receiving cash.

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman knows that there are always
persons who strive to evade the law and take wise counsel
in order to deo it.

Mr. STAFFORD. They try to evade taxation.

Mr. HAWLEY. I do not think the situation that the gentle-
man cites could possibly arise, because sometime such property
would be realized on, in whole or in part, or some cash con-
gideration be a part of the exchange, and when either of these
things oceur a settlement is made and taxes or profits eollected.

Mr, STAFFORD. Not necessarily; it eould be handed down
to a holding corporation.

Mr, HAWLEY. But whenever it was sold, in whole or in
part, or any eash received in a transaction, a settlement would
be made and taxes due collected.

Mr. STAFFORD. I should think you might permit them to
exchange in one instance, but compel them to pay taxes on the
determined valuation when exchanged in the secoud and fol-
lowing instances.

Mr. FORDNEY. When the attention of the Treasury Depart-
ment was called to the ambiguity of the bill as reported the
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury came up before the cor-
mittee and recommended this amendment.
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr,. HAWLEY. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. In answer to what the gentleman from
South Carolina said, any person who has a tract of real estate
which has gone up in value has undoubtedly made a profit, but
we do not tax him on that profit until he sells it. In the same
way we preserve this principle through the law—that we do not
tax him on the property exchanged unless he receives money
or some other property of readily realizable value, so that he
has actually realized his profit.

Mr. STAFFORD. If he receives other property, you do not
tax him; it is only when he receives money that he is liable to
be taxed.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
him to boot, he ig taxed.

Mr, STAFFORD. That contradicts the statement of the
genfleman from Oregon [Mr. HawreYy].

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex-

If other property has been received by

pired.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment. I want to ask the gentleman from
Oregon a question. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp-
NeY] said that upon reconsideration of this matter the
Treasury Department came to a certain conclusion. Then the
gentleman from Michigan said that after the Treasury’s at-
tention had been called to the ambiguity of the language it
came to a certain other conclusion. The Treasury Department
has been administering this law since the act of 1921. It has
made two annual reports. In these annual reports it points
out this defect. The bill was considered, was prepared in the
Treasury Department, was sent to the committee, and was intro-
duced by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Greex]. We had
hearings on the bill. This same Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury was before the commitiee. We referred the bill to
the Treasury Department, end the Secretary, Mr. Mellon, wrote
a letter in which he said in form and substance that it was all
right. When did they come to this reconsideration and what
brought it about?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr, Chairman, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Yes. I know the gentleman from Michigan
can tell us.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, the gentleman does not know anything
of the kind. Here is a letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, dated the 25th, where he discovered the error in the first
bill, which the gentleman helped to report out. The gentleman
always makes a mistake of that kind until I help to correct
him, and I did it in this'case. I called the attention of the
Secretary to the fact that there was an error, and he saw it.
He saw the light of day before the gentleman did. Here is his
letter.

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, I have got the information.
1 understand now when this reconsideration came about, when
this wisdom came into the Treasury Department and Mr.
Mellon was convinced. It was when the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY] visited the Department of the Treas-
ury and pointed this error out to him.

Mr. FORDNEY. Ohb, let me read the letter to the gentleman.

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no; I have Mr. Mellon’s letter here.

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman has not got the last one?

Mr. GARNER. Oh, I have the new letter.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then get right on the bill. The gentleman
is wrong.

Mr. GARNER. That is a question for the House to deter-
mine, I merely wanted to call the attention of the House to
the fact that this wise Treasury Department—and I belleve
it is wise in many respects, and is a wise administration of
the Treasury Department—has gone along for two years urg-
ing Congress to stop up this gap, pointing out to the Congress
that they had framed a bill which would reach the matter,
and then when the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY]
visited the department he had an interview with the Secretary
of the Treasury, it seems, who then writes a letter and says
that he was mistaken, that the gentleman from Michigan had
come up and told him wherein he was mistaken; therefore
he recommends this amendment. Now, mark this statement.
This is the first time that T have ever heard of a department
of this Government saying, first, that a bill is perfect in form
and substance, and then within 10 days writing a letter say-
ing that an amendment is necessary. The department actually
considered the matter for more than two years, actually had a
hearing before the committee three times, after the Asslstant
Secretary had been there and prepared the bill. Then the
Secretary of the Treasury writes a letter saying that it is per-
fect in form and substance, then the gentleman from Michigan

of the matter now in the bill.

[Mr. Foroxey] visits the department, and the Secretary of the
Treasury writes another letter saying that he was mistaken,
that Lthere is an error, and that therefore they need this amend-
men :

Mr. HAWLEY., Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Garner] will recall that during the hearings on the bill,
with the exception of probably two or three lines, all of the
time was devoted to the second part of the bill, and no question
was raised upon the first part. The committee obtained no
information relative to the proposed changes in that, no ques-
tion having been raised. A question was raised later as to
whether the proposed change in the first part of the bill was
for the best interests of the country, and that question was
submitted to the Preasury Department. The Treasury there-
upon reported that the present language in the law, with the
insertion of the additional language provided in the amend-
ment offered by the committee to make it harmonize with the
provisions of the second section, should be substituted in lien

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word, and I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
filve minutes out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes out of order.

Mr, GOODYKOONTZ. On what subject?

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Principally upon the subject
referred to in the speech of the gentleman from West Virginia
a little while ago.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. 1 shall not object if I can have five
minutes in which to reply.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. But the gentleman has already
made his speech.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. GoopykooNTz] some time ago rose on
this floor and quoted a newspaper report from the Washington
Post, in this eity, in which it was stated that a gentleman
from Los Angeles was in the city, and that it was understood
he was trylng to get a list of the American Legion members
for the purpose of sending out through the mails a speech,
according to the gentleman from West Virginia, guoting from
the Post, of Mr. McAdoo in favor of a tariff soldiers’ bonus.

1Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not out of five minutes; the
gentleman has had his say.

Mr., GOODYKOONTZ. I said, according to the newspaper
interview. I want the gentleman to quote me correctly.

Mr., CONNALLY of Texas. Here is the statement. I have
got it here. Here is what the gentleman said, quoting a paper;
the paper did not charge it as a fact, but it said it was under-
stood that was the case. So the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia made his speech attacking the Legion national com-
mander, not by name, although he said the national Legion
executive officers.

Mr, GOODYKOONTZ. Will the gentleman yield?
mMr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not now; the gentleman has had

s day.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. The gentleman ought not to charge
that I attacked the Legion when I merely called upon it for a
categorical affirmation or denial. Deal fairly with me this
afternoon.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. What is that?

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I said, deal fairly and do not impute
to me words that I never uttered.

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. There is no intention of mis-
representing the gentleman. If the gentleman will sit down a
minute, he may have the occasion later to get mad.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I will be here.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Here is what he said. He said
if this charge were true that the Legion ought to deny it. The
national commander a few days later gave out an interview
and did deny it; he said the Legion did not circulate the speech
of Mr. McAdoo, and National Commander Owsley, a gentle-
man from my State, said he had no knowledge that anybody
connected with the Legion in California was doing so. The
gentleman from West Virginia gets upon the floor this after-
noon again and makes another speech. He makes one speech
that is taken down by the reporters and has the reporters kill the
speech he actually made on the floor, and hands in to the re-
porters what I now hold in my hand—the speech to be pub-
lished. I agree with the gentleman from West Virginia that
the Legion as such ought not to be used to promote partisan
politics. I agree that politicians ought not to try to use the
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Legion for selfish political purposes. I agree with him that
if anybody in the Legion gives out a list of the membership
for the use of politicians that it is to be condemned, and I com-
mend to a degree that part of what the gentleman from West
Virginia says in that speech which is to be printed, which he
did not deliver in its entirety. Now, he concludes.

Mr. McARTHUR. Is it an illustrated speech?

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Illustrated in a way. Here is
what he says. He quotes the commander of the Legion in
which the commander of the Legion said that if the gentleman
from West Virginia would make a good speech in favor of the
bonus the Legion might circulate that.

The gentleman from West Virginia observes that he has
already made two good speeches in favor of the bonus and the
Legion has not circulated either one of them. Listen to how
he concludes:

The commander of the Legion before he speaks publicly of the record
of a Congressman ought to inform himself as to what that record is,
%n;() .} quote from a speech made by me in the House as early as May,

And so he appends to his remarks a printed copy, copied from
the ConeressioNarn Recorp, of a speech in favor of the bonus
made by the gentleman from West Virginia, and it is a good
speech. He says that the Legion commander says that if he
made a good speech he would circulate it. But when I turn
over this card upon which this speech by this gentleman—who
thinks that no one ought to use the Legion for political purposes,
no one ought to use the name of a Legion member in connection
with politics—when I read here this eloguent speech and then
look over on the reverse side I see the handsome face of the
gentleman from West Virginia [WerLLs Goopykoontz], candi-
date for reelection to Congress. [Laughter and applause.]
Furning over on the other side I find these words at the head
of it: *“Hon. WeLLs GoobykoonTz, M. C., in the House of
Representatives, on the World War adjusted compensation bill.”
Down at the hottom T find the language:

In America, the land of the free, the home of the brave, all stand
equal. All, irrespective of race or religion, are equal, no stockbroker
or profiteer has a halter about my neck,

Now, gentlemen, if the gentleman from West Virginia does
not believe his position or my position on the bonus ought to
be used for political purposes by Legion men, why has the
gentleman ecirculated in his district the handsome photograph
on this eard and on the reverse side his speech on the bonus?
There is nothing in it about any other kind of legislation. Was
that meant for the purpose of circulating among those opposed
to the bonus? Was that for the purpose of circulating among
the profiteers and the stockbrokers who had halters around the
necks of those who did not agree with the gentleman from
West Virginia on that subject? Oh, the gentleman from West
Virginia means only that he dees not believe in anybody using
the Legion for political purposes except himself. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has
expired. The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForopNEY].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with
the amendment, with the recommendation that the amendment
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Hustep, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consiceration the bill (H. R. 13774)
to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to exchange of
property, had direeted him to report the same back to the House
with an amendment, with the recommendation that the amend-
ment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the bill and amendment to final passage.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves the pre-
vious question on the bill and amendment to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
“ayes" appeared to have it.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may we have a division on
that?

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 32, noes 29,

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr, Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider
the vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table,
EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. SEARS. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend and revise my remarks made this afternoon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection,

BINKING FUND.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 13827)
relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the United
States.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R.
13827. The question is on agreeing to that motion.

The motion was agreed to. ?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr, .
Hustep] will please take the chair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole Flouse on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill H. R. 13827, with Mr. HustEp in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R. 13827, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 13827) relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes
of the United States.

Be it enacted, ete,, That subdlvision tahof section 6 of the Victory
Liberty loan act is amended by insertin fore the period at the end
of the first sentence a comma and the following words: “and of
bonds and notes thereafter issued, under any of such acts or under
any of such acts as amended, for refunding purposes.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill for amend-
ment unless somebody desires to debate it.

* Mr. GREEN of lowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk
read.

Mr. GARNER, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman does not care
to take time for debate, I will ask for recognition. I am trying
to get the gentleman to understand that he ought at least to
give us some information as to what we shall take up and
what is the understanding as to the division of time in debate.
The gentleman does not seem to appreciate that there are two
sides to these questions. I thought the gentleman was going
to take up the Hudspeth bill, because I know we do not have
time to take up a matter of this importance this afternoon.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman desires, I will move
that the committee do now rise.

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman will remember, and the mem-
bers of the committee will remember, that in reference to this
sinking fund bill there was quite a controversy in the com-
mittee.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I am perfectly willing to move that
the committee do now rise.

Mr. GARNER. I think the gentleman ought to, because he
can not expeet to dispose of that bill this afternoon.

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in view of the contro-
versy, I move that the committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the
committee do now rise. The question is on agreeing to that
motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. HusteEp, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 13827)
relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the United
States, had come to no resolution thereon.

PERMITTING ENTRY OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I call up, House Joint Resolu-
tion 422, by direction of the Committee on Ways and Means,
and ask unanimous consent that it be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up House
Joint Resolution 422 and asks unanimous consent that it be
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.




1923.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2859

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.
The Clerk read as follows:
Joint resolution (H. J. Res, 422

certain domestic animals w

o s s isi of the third a h of

& . espite the provisions e ATAZTA)
mf:f;:ﬁ;f 508 of Witle 11 By 2 byl 1922, horses, mules,
asses, eattle, sheep, goats, and other domestic animals, which hereto-
fore have strayed across the bonnda.rf line into any foreign eountry,
or been driven across such boundary line by the owner for temporary

stura rposes only, or which may so stray or be driven before
ﬂ‘are‘h £e 18%8,_ shall, together with th offspring, be admitted free of
duty, under regulations to be preseribed by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, if brought back to the United States within 12 months from the
time they so strayed or were driven.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution simply ex-
tends the time in the present emergeney in the Southwest dur-
ing which stoek can be taken across the border inte Mexico
for pasturage purpeses and brought back into the United States
without the payment of duties. There has been a continued
drought in the Southwest, extending over a period of months,
and the cattle, sheep, horses, and other domestic animals are
in serious need of food. They can obtain suitable pasturage in
Mexico. The Mexicans require that leases be taken out for
the period of 12 months. Even if rains come soon in that section
and the grass begins to grow again, it sheuld not be pastured for a
time, that it may have time to obtain a vigorous growth. The
Treasury Department recomumends the passage of the bill and
urges the emergency as & reason for it. The War Finance Cor-
poration in a letter of January 25, 1923, states that net only
the owners of the ecattle and other steck are interested but that
banks have loaned considerable money on this stock, which will
be e red if the animals are not provided with pasturage.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield to me just a
moment?

Mr. HAWLEY. 1 yield to the gentleman five minutes.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
this is an extremely important measure to the live-stock pro-
ducer of the Southwest, especially to the cattle and sheep men
of New Mexico and a portion of western Texas. I am espe-
cially lending my plea for those who have undergone a most
disastreus drought in New Mexico. That splendid State has
no spokesman on this floor at the present time. The mouth of
Nestor Monteya, their faithful representative, was closed in
death about three weeks ago. Owing te the range being de-
nuded eof grass, on aceount of this drought in New Mexico and
a small pertion eof my district hundreds of caftlemen were
forced to move their homes inte Mexico, where sustenance
eould be obtained. They were compelled to execute a lease
from the Mexican landewners for a pevied of 12 months. Un-
der the bill that bears the name of my good friend from Michi-
gan [Mr. ForbpyeY], cattle and other live stock driven or stray-
ing across the line in a foreign country must be brought back
within eight menths or pay full duty.

Gentlemen, the cattlemen who have their herds in Mexico
have met with too many reverses in the last three years to
stand this duty. My bill, which yeu are now considering, pro-
vides for the return, duty free, of all live stock taken into
Mexico in recent months—for 12 months from March 1, 1923.
It is the duty of this House to pass this bill at once When
you do it you extend relief to as sturdy, as honest, and as
patriotic a class of men as ever blessed this eountry with their
presence and made it better by their having been a part of it.

I called on the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, and he
readily indorsed it. I am attaching a letter as a part of my
remarks from Hon. Eugene Meyer, chairman War Finanee Cor-
poration, to Mr. ForpnEey, strongly indorsing this measuare, and
the Ways and Means Committee has passed it and with a
unanimous report.

The letter is as follows:

ermitting the entry free of dut{not
ve crossed the boundary line into

War FINaNCE CORPORATION,
THE TREASURY BUILDING,
Washington, D. C., January 25, 1923,
Hon. J. W. FORDNEY,

Chairman Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Repr tatives, Waahington, D. C.

Drar Mr. FoRDXEY: The attention of the directors of the War
Finance Corporation has been called to House Joint Resolution 422,
introduced by Mr. HupspeTH, and I am writing to you at their re-
quest to express the hope that the resolution will receive favorable
consideration.

The resolution proposes to amend the third paragraph of paragraph
1506 of the tarlff act of 1922 by extending temporarily from 8 to 12
months the period within which domestic animals may be returned to
the United States duty free from a foreign conm:x‘{ to which they
have been driven for temperary pasturage furgm serious dr ht
dev ed during tbe summer and fall of 192 tuthesoutbempn:-tu?m
of New Mexico, and the situation became so acute that there was
grave danger, on account of the lack of feed and water, of the loss
of a considerable number of cattle pledged to the War Finance Corpora-
tion as security for some of. its loans. It became mecessary In order

to: saye the eattle to mewe them eout of the drought-stricken area to
adjoining States and to seetions of Mexico, where adequate feed and
water were available, and the board ef directors of the War Finance
Corporation comsented to the removal of the cattle by the loan com-
Dﬂ{l‘}! thmu%h which the loans were made,

e are advised that if the best results are to be secured from such
movement the cattle should remain in Mexieo for more than the eight
months' period within which they moy under existing law be returned
duty free, and it would be a serious hardship if the owners of the
cattle were compelled to pay an import duty opon them. The directors
of the War Finance Corporation understand t?mt the Secretary of the
Treasury has expressed the oplnion that the adoption ef the
Jjoint resolution would be desirable, and they concur in this view.

Very truly yours,
Evucexs Meyer, Jr., Managing Director,

I shall not consume your time further, as I wish to get it
to the other side, where I trust it will pass before March 4,
the close of this session. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield three minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BeanTon].

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry, if
the gentleman will permit. When a bill which should have
been considered in Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union is being considered in the House in lien thereof,
does not the five-minute rule apply?

The SPEAKER. It does. .

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. GoopykoonTz], when he understands
the facts of a case, is one of the fairest men in this House.
If he ever gets wrong it is only because of a misapprehension
of the facts. His whole remarks concerning the attitude of
the American Legien commander were based upon a misappre-
hension of the faets. If it had not been for that, there would
have been mno strieture here at all. If he knew the present
commander of the American Legion—Col. Alvin M. Owsley—
as well as some of the rest of us know him, he would have no
complaint to make, because the present commander of the
American Legion is one of the finest and fairest men in the
world and will see to it as long as he holds that position that
Bo improper use is made of the Ameriean Legion affairs. I
am one of those in the House who are admirers of the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. GoopykooxTz], and I am also
4 great admirer of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoxNaLLY],
with whom he had the stricture. If these two men just un-
derstood each other a little better there would have been no
stricture. It is just a misenderstanding all around.

Now, so far as the names of the members of the American
Legion are concerned, they are obtainable for proper purposes.
It has no secret list. In the 64 newspapers that are published
in my distriet I have noticed from time to time the names of
the various members belonging to the different local posts in
my district. They make no secret of them. If they made a
secret of their membership, from my knowledge of the distin-
guished gentfeman from West Virginia [Mr. Goopykoontz],
who Is as fair a man now as he was when he was a distin-
guished jurist in his State—If they should make a secret of
their membership, the gentleman from. West Virginia would
be the first man here in the House to object to it. They make
no seeret of it. If the list is obtainable by one man, it is acces-
sible to all. I just wanted to say this because I think there
has been a misunderstanding between two of our Members here,
both splendid gentlemen.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. If I have the time, I yield.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I want to say to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas that while I spoke extemporaneously
and substituted a manuscript, I am satisfied that I said almost
precisely what was in the manuscript, and whenever Members
who are interested in the subject have read that speech they
will discover that I have not made the slightest charge against
Commander Owsley. I merely charged that this newspaper
report sent out by the Universal Press and published broadeast
in this eountry has never been denied. On yesterday I spoke
in conversation with the eommander from Pennsylvania, Col
Joe Thompson. I asked him about Commander Owsley, and
he said that Commander Owsley is one of the finest men from
the South. All T want to do is to protect this Legion that I
have helped to create from its charter all the way down.

Mr. BLANTON. My eolleague from Texas [Mr. Connarry]
is & member of it himself. He was in the service. He wore
the umiform. And the distinguished gentleman frem West
Virginia [Mr. GoopyroonTz] may rest assured of the fact that
just as long as Col. Alvin M. Owsley is national eommander of
the American Eegion he never need fear that there will be any-

-thing wrong about the tramsactions of that erganization.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.
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The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, and was accordingly read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. HAWLEY, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the joint resolution was passed was laid on the table.

SENATE BILL REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro-
priate committee, as indiecated below:

S.4404. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to transfer
to trustees to be named by the Chamber of Commerce of Colum-
bia, 8. €., certain lands at Camp Jackson, 8. C.; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

ORDER OF BUSINESS.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Garxer] if we can not agree upon time with
reference to the refunding bill? I was under a misapprehension,
or the gentleman is surely aware that I would not have called
it up.

Mr. GARNER. How much time does the gentleman suggest?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How much time would the gentleman
from Texas like to have?

Mr. GARNER. I think we had better have an hour on a
side on that proposition.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Very well, then, Mr. Speaker.

. Mr. GARNER, Not exceeding an hour on a side.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will ask unanimous consent that
the general debate on H. R, 13827 be limited to not exceeding
one hour on a side, one-half to be controlled by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GarNer] and one-half by myself.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union?

Mr. GREEN of Jowa. I think the gentleman from Texas
wishes to have the House adjourn.

Mr. GARNER. Yes; I think that will be better.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent that when the House resolves itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of H. R. 13827, there be not to exceed two hours of general
debate, half the time to be controlled by himself and half by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GarNer]. Is there objection?

Mr. STAFFORD. Does “not exceeding” mean that a Mem-
ber may use only one minute of the time if he so desires?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks so. Is there objection?

There was no objection. .

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted—
To Mr. FUNK, for three days, on account of illness.
To Mr. Cragke of New York, for four days, on account of
business in his beloved hills.
ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 35
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Friday, February 2,
1923, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’'s table and referred as follows:

937. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway
& Eleetric Co., transmitting a report of the Washington Interur-
ban Railroad Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

938. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the City & Suburban
Railway of Washington for the year ended December 31, 1922 ;
to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

939. A leiter from the president of the Washington Railway
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the Georgetown & Ten-
nallytown Railway Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

940, A letter from the president of the Potomac Electric
Power Co., transmitting a report of the Potomac Electric Power
Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

941, A letter from the president of the Washington Railway
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the Washington Rail-

way & Electric Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to-

the Committee on the District of Columbia,
942, A letter from the vice president of the Washington Gas
Light Co., transmitting a detailed statement of the business

of the Washington Gas Light Co., with a list of its stockhold-
ers, for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

943. A letter from the president of the Washington & Old
Dominion Railway, transmitting a notice of the company's
failure to transmit the annual report due to-day owing to the
illness of the treasurer of the Washington & 0Old Dominion
Railway ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. FOSTER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 13430,
A bill to amend section 370 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States; without amendment (Rept. No. 1498). Referred
io the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

Inion.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont: Commlttee on Military Affairs.
H. R. 13326. A Dbill in reference to a national military park
at Yorktown, Va.; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1499). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia.
S, 3345. An act changing the name of Keokuk Street, in the
county of Washington, D. C., to Military Road ; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1501). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ZIHLMAN : Committee on the District of Columbia, H. R.
14002, A bill to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels sold
within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1502). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia.
S. 2822, An act to regulate the practice of optometry in the
Distriet of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 1503),
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. PORTER: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 14087.
A Dbill for the creation of an American battle monuments com-
mission to erect suitable memorials commemorating the services
of the American soldier in Europe, and for: other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No. 1504). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, McKENZIE : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13524,
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to sell or cause to be
sold, either in whole or in two or more parts, certain tracts or
parcels of real property no longer needed for military purposes,
and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1507).
Referred to the Commlttee of the Whole House on the state ot
the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on Irrigation of Arld
Lands. 8. 4187. An act to extend the time for payment of
charges due on reclamation projects, and for other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No, 1508). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPQRTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. KLECZKA : Committee on War Claims., 8, 1670. An
act for the relief of Buffkin & Girvin; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1505). Referred to the Committee of the Whole

House.

Mr. KLECZKA : Committee on War Claims. 8. 3609. An
act for the relief of F. J. Belcher, jr., trustee for Edward
Fletcher; without amendment (Rept. No. 15068). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. COLLINS: Committee on Public Lands. H. R. 13724.

A bill for the relief of Hugh Marshall Montgomery; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1509} Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. EDMONDS : Committee on Claims. H. R. 6601. A bill
for the relief of the Great Lakes Engineering Works; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1510). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

ADVERSE REPORTS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. UNDERHILL : Committee on Claims. 8. 3157. An act
for the relief of John G. Sessions; adverse (Rept. No. 1511).
Laid on the table.

Mr., UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims, H. R. 4667. A
bill for the relief of the First National Bank of New Carlisle,
Ind.; adverse (Rept. No. 1512). Laid on the table,
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CHANGE OF REFERENCE,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, the bill (H. R. 11549) authoriz-
ing the comservation, production, and exploitation of helium
gas, a mineral resource pertaining to the national defense,
and to the development of commercial aeronautics, and for
other purposes, was reported from the Committee on the Public
Lands and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOWERS: A bill (H. R. 14132) to authorize the pur-
chase of the property known as the People’s Bank Bullding, at
Keyser, W. Va., for use as a Federal building ; to the Committee
on Fublie Bulldings and Grounds.

By Mr. LINEBERGER : A*bill (H. R. 14133) to amend para-
graph (c¢) of section 2 of the act approved May 26, 1922, and
known as the narcotie drugs import and export act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 14134) to amend section 7 of the aet of
February 9, 1909, as amended January 7, 1914, and for other
purposes ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HERSEY : A bill (H, R. 14135) to amend an act ap-
proved September 8, 1916, providing for holding sessions of the
United States district court in the district of Maine, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCORMICK : A bill (H. R. 14136) to define the na-
tional and official language of the Government and people of
the United States of America, including the Territories and
dependencies thereof ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HERRICK : A bill (H. R. 14137) for the purchase of
a site and the erection of a public building at the ecity of
Fairview, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14138) for the erection of a public building

at the city of Alva, Okla. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14139) for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building at the city of Beaver, Okla.; to
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 14140) for the erection of a public building
at the city of Newkirk, Okla.; to the Committee on Publie
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14141) for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building at the city of Medford, Okla.; to
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14142) for the erection of a public building
at the city of Perry, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14143) for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building at the city of Cherokee, Okla.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 14144) to limit
and fix the time within which suits may be brought or rights
asserted in court arising out of the provisions of subdivision 3
of section 302 of the soldiers and sailors’ civil relief act ap-
proved March 18, 1918, being chapter 20, volume 40, General
Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 14145) provid-
ing for the erection of a monument to Henry B. F. Macfarland
in the District of Columbia ; to the Committee on the Library,

By Mr. EDMONDS: Jolnt regolution (H. J. Res. 431) giv-
ing the Secretary of the Treasury authority to cancel portions
of the debt owed by foreign nations to the United States upon
payment for the same in certain Government bonds by holders
in the United States; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUDSPETH : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 432) to
amend section 2 of an act entitled “An act to provide for co-
operative agricultural extension work between the agricultural
colleges in the several States receiving the benefits of an act
of Congress approved July 2, 1862, and of acts supplementary
thereto, and the United States Deparfment of Agriculture,”
approved May 8, 1914 ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ROGERS: Resolution (H. Res. 501) for the imme-
diate consideration of H. R. 13880; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. STEENERSON: Resolution (H. Res. 502) directing
the Secretary of Agriculture to transmit to the House of Repre-
sentatives the reports and communications of John Lee Coulter
and L. A. Fitz as to the operation of certain grain elevators; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Montana urging Congress to take immedi-
ate action toward the passage of such laws or law as will
make possible the early completion of the Great Lakes-St. Law-

rence waterway project; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CARTER : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Oklahoma requesting the Congress of the United States to
grant aid to the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient Rallroad; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma
a.sking that Congress give its sympathetic consideration to a
basic plan for a return to world sanity through a conference of
World War powers under the leadership of the United States: H
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KISSEL: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of
Oregon recommending that Congress submit a constitutional
amendment which will prohibit the further issuance of tax-
exempt securities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature
of the State of Oregon petitioning Congress to submit a con-
stitutional amendment which will prohibit the further issuance
of tax-exempt securities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. APPLEBY : A bill (H. BR. 14146) for the relief of the
firm of Jones & Edwards; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. BENHAM: A hill (H. R. 14147) granting an increase
011' pension to Attison W. Johnson; to the Committee on Pen-
slons.

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 14148) granting an increase
of pension to George A. Parpell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. CHALMERS: A bill (H. R. 14149) granting a pen-
sion to Agnes Bucher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 14150) granting an increase
of pension to Amanda J. Alford; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FAIRCHILD : A bill (H. R. 14151) for the relief of
David Mpyerle, as executor of the last will and testament of
Phineas Burgess, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1415") granting a pension to John Long-
worth ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GIFFORD : A bill (H. R. 14153) granting a pension
to Jennie Darling; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 14154) to renew and
extend certain letters patent; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14155) granting a pension to Rebecca
V. Mogle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 14156) granting a pension
to John Halpine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 14157) grant-
ing a pension to Lucy J. Popejoy; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. TINCHER: A bill (H. R. 14158) granting an in-
crease of pension to Margaret F. Freeman; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14159) granting an increase of pension
to Zula A. Springer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 14160) granting a pension to
Mary Catherine Brandyberry; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R, 14161) grant-
ing a pension to Martha E. Banks; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14162) granting an increase of pension to
Marinda A. Cates; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

7135. By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petiticn of the Porto
Rican workers residing in New York, approving House Joint
Resolution 425, asking for an investigation of conditions in
Porto Rico; to the Committee on Rules,

7136. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition of residents of Shafter
and Waseco, Calif., urging support of joint resolution providing
for extension of aid to people of the German and Austrian Re-
publies; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7137. By Mr. CHALMERS: Petition of sundry citizens of
Toledo, Ohio, recommending passage of legislation extending
immediate relief to the people of the German and Austrian Re-
publics, now famine stricken owing to scant crops and money
depreciation; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7138. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of Charles 1. Craig, comp-
troller, city of New York, urging concurrence by the House of
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Representatives in Senator Carper's amendment to House bill

11939 to amend the national banking act; to the Committee on | 3

Banking and Currency.

7139. Also, petition of department of taxes and assessments,
city of New York, favoring the taxation of national-bank
shares; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

’2‘140. Also, petition: of John F, Hylan, mayor of the eity of
New York, favoring the enactment of the bill amending the
national-bank act; to the Committee on Banking and Curreney.

T141. Also, petition of George P. Nichelson, corporation eoun-

sel of the city of New York, approving a Senate bill amending |

section 5219 of the United States Revised Statutes as to taxing

national-bank shares; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-

rency.

_ T142. By Mr. FAIRCHILD (by request) : Petition of sundry
citizens of Mount Vernon, N. ¥., opposing the passage of the

compulsory Sunday observance bills, 8. 1948, H. R. 4388, and

H. R. 9753 ; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

7143. By Mr. HUDSPETH : Petition of Central Labor Union,
of El Paso, Tex., demanding that the United States Congress
pass a law suspending immigration for a period of five years;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

T144. Also, petition of citizens of the sixteenth congressional
district of Texas, favoring legislation extending aid to the
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

T145. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of 21 citizens of Allegan,
Mich., favoring the purchase of food supplies for starving people
of the German and Austrian Republies; to the Committee on
Toreign Affairs.

T146. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of the Sacramento Bee, Sae-
ramento, Calif., favoring House bill 12169, excluding hereafter
a8 immigrants or permanent residents all aliens ineligible to
citizenship; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

T147. By Mr. PARKER of New York: Petition of Rev. Irving
Rouillard, Saratoga Springs, N. Y., favering the establishment
of an embargo on eoal; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

T148. Also, petition of Johm H. Walbridge, publisher of the
Daily Saratogian, Saratoga Springs, N. Y., urging the seizure of
coal near that city in order to relieve the coal sitnation; to the
Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Commerce.

T149. By Mr. SPROUL: Petition of 867 residents of the third
congressional distriet of Illineis, urging the passage of the reso-
Jution introduced in the House proposing to extend aid to the
people of Austria and Germany; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

T150. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of 24 residents of Ashley,
N. Dak., urging that joint resolution now pending in Congress
to extend immediate aid to the people of the German and Aus-
trian Republics be passed ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

T151, Also, petition of 52 residents of Emmons County, urg-
ing the passage of joint resolution now pending in Congress to
extend immediate aid to the people of the German and Austrian
Republies; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

T152. Also, petition of G. J. Gramm and others, of Chaseley,
N. Dak., urging the passage of joint resolution now pending in
Congress to extend immediate aid to the people of the German
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

T7153. Also, petition of a large number of residents of Meln-
tosh County, urging the passage of joint resolution now pending
in Congress to extend immediate relief to the people of the Ger-
x:;ui and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign

alrs.

SENATE.
Frmax, February 2, 1923.

(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
TeCcess,

Mr. CURTIS, Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk ealled the roll, and the folowing Senators
answered to their names:

Ball Curtis Hale Kendrick

Bayard Dillingham Harreld Keyes:

Brookhart Ernst Harris ﬁﬁ

Bursum Fernald Harrison

Cameron Fletcher Heflin La. Follette

Capper Frelinghuysen  Hitcheock

o R PR N
uzens on a i Tmic]

Culberson Gooding Kene:‘g: McCumber

McKellar Norris Robinson Underwood
McKinley Oddie Bhortridge Wadsworth
Lean Page Smith Walsh, Mass.

| McNary Pepper Smoot Walsh, Mont.
Moses Phipps Spencer Warren
Nelson Pittman Sterling Watson
New Poindexter Swanson Weller

¢ Nicholsom Pomerene Townsend Willis
Norbeck Read, Pa. Trammell

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-one Senators have
swered to their names. A quorum is present.
QUESTION OF ORDER.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President——
lTI;a VICE PRESIDENT. For what purpose does the Senator
rise

Mr. ROBINSON. I rise for the purpose of discussing the
appeal from the decision of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands tlmt the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee] made a motion to lay
the appeal on the table.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, a point of order.
ator from Massachusetts has not made a motion.
yesterday that he intended to do so.

Mr. LODGE. I made a motion to lay the appeal en the
table, and called the attention of the Chair to it.

Mr. - ROBINSON. The Recorn shows just as I stated.
[After a pause.] Yes; the Recorp does show that the Senator
sald, “ I make the motion.”

Mr. LODGE. I move to lay the appeal on the table, and so

an-

The Sen-
He announced

‘notified the Chair.

Mr. ROBINSON. T ask the Chair to state the parlmmentary
question. If a motien ter Iay on the table has been made, of
course, debate is not in order. The Senate, however, ought
to understand the question before the Senate. Few Senators
were here yesterday afternoon.

Mr. MOSES. They can readily get it by reading the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is not in order. The Chair
will state the motion. The Recorp reads:

Mr. LopGe. I was

Mr. ROBIREON, I suawets Chaty 1he SRRES OF & Gorei it e e
ator wants to do that.

Mr. LovgeE. I make that motion.

The question is on the motion of the Sepator from Massa-
chusetts to lay on the table the appeal made by the Senator
from Arkansas from the decision of the Chair.

Mr. ROBINSON. I make the point of order that the motion
of the Senator from Massachusetts was not in order at the time
he made it. The Senator from Arkansas had suggested the
absence of a quorum, and the Senator from Massachusetts an-
nounced that he was just about to make the motion. The Sen-
ate then proceeded with a call of the Senate, which was subse-
quently vacated. A motion to lay on the table is not in order
after the absence of a quorum has been suggested. All I want
in this proposition is fairness and justice. I want the Senate
to understand what it is voting upon. I do not understand that
the Senator from Massachusetts, the leader of the majority,
objects to the Senate understanding the question that is be-
fore it.

Mr. LODGE. I made the motion, and I do not think we ought
to take the whole day, with the unanimous-consent agreement
governing us, to discuss the question.

Mr. ROBINSON. The point of no quorum had been made
prior to the making of the motion, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator knows that by unanimous consent
all those proceedings were vacated——

Mr. ROBINSON. That is true.

Mr. LODGE, Which left it where I made it.

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, no; that vacated the motion. The
whole proceedings were vacated.

Mr. MOSES. The Vice President had not directed the Secre-
tary to call the roll.

Mr. ROBINSON.
President——

Mr. MOSES. The Recorp does not show it,

Mr. ROBINSON. The Vice President directed the Secretary
to call the roll, and the calling of the roll was proceeded with,
and by request of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curris], con-
curred in by myself, the whole proceedings were vacated. At
the time the Senator from Massachusetts sought to make the
motion to lay on the table, the absence of a quorum had been
suggested. Of course, the Senator could have made his motion
this morning if he had gotten the floor first, but he did not take
the fligor. I took the floor solely for the purpose of explaining
to the Senate the question that is before it. I would have
concluded my explanation long before this moment if it had
not been interfered with. I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for five minutes.

Oh, the roll call proceeded. The Vice
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